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INTRODUCTION OF WITNESSES 

Mr. Aderholt. Okay. The subcommittee will come to order. Good 
morning, everybody. Welcome to the Agriculture Appropriations 
Subcommittee’s first hearing for fiscal year 2015. I would like to 
approach our fiscal year 2015 bills with basically three things in 
mind: number one, ensuring the proper use of funds for robust 
oversight; second, ensuring the appropriate level of regulation to 
protect producers and the public; and ensuring funding is targeted 
to vital programs. 

The audits and investigations conducted by the Office of the In- 
spector General are key to the subcommittee’s effort to ensure the 
proper use of funds, to detect and reduce waste, fraud, and abuse, 
and to strengthen the management of USDA’s agency and pro- 
grams. The work is vital to us to make sure that the decisions on 
how to allocate the funds and our oversight work to ensure that the 
funding that we provide is utilized in a proper way. 

This morning I am pleased to welcome USDA Inspector General 
Phyllis Fong, Assistant Inspector General for Investigations, Karen 
Ellis, and Assistant Inspector General for Audits, Gil Harden, to 
the hearing this morning. So welcome and thank each of you for 
being here. 

Ms. Fong, I would like to first of all congratulate you on receiv- 
ing the Distinguished Federal Leadership award from the Associa- 
tion of Government Accountants last month. For those of you who 
may not know, this recognizes Federal officials who exemplify and 
promote excellence in enhancing sound financial management leg- 
islation, regulations, practices, policies and systems. So we are for- 
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tunate to have you at USDA, Ms. Fong, and thank you for your 
service. 

Before I begin the hearing, I do want to recognize our ranking 
member, Mr. Farr from California, for any opening comments that 
he might like to make. 

Mr. Farr. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and I apologize 
for being late. I appreciate you getting the hearing started. This is 
the first hearing of the year and we start with the inspector gen- 
eral. I have to tell you I have mixed emotions about inspector gen- 
erals. I think that where you can be very constructive in improving 
government is great, but I have also seen a lot of unintended con- 
sequences from IG reports that have led to things getting a lot 
worse. Before I got into elected politics, I worked in the auditor’s — 
in the legislative analyst’s office in Sacramento under a really fa- 
mous fellow who started the first state legislative analyst’s office, 
Alan Post, and I found that oftentimes when we were analyzing the 
programs for the legislature, what we learned was that the pro- 
grams — I mean, the legislature just didn’t write good law and 
there — and got a lot of unintended consequences. And what I would 
like to — I appreciate that you are also a member of the Federal In- 
spectors General’s Federal, what do you call it, the government- 
wide program where you — 73 Federal inspectors. I just — when I get 
to questioning, I want to just discuss some of the issues of how you 
fix things that are broken, but I appreciate what — I echo the appre- 
ciation for the award you received. We love public servants that are 
recognized by their peers as outstanding, and you are certainly one 
of them, and thank you for being here today. 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you. As this is our first meeting, let me 
just go over a little few things about how the procedures for the 
hearings are to our members. And we will work under, as we al- 
ways and have in the past, the 5-minute rule. Members will be rec- 
ognized for 5 minutes in order of seniority at the dais at the begin- 
ning of the hearing and then in order of appearance. We will alter- 
nate between the majority and the minority members. And we may 
have a couple rounds to allow members to get their question in. 

So I would like to ask anybody with electronic devices, if you can 
turn them off or put them on silent, that would be helpful. 

Inspector General Fong, I will note that your written testimony 
will be included in the record, and I would like to recognize you 
now for your oral statement and then we will proceed with the 
questions. 


Opening Statement 

Ms. Fong. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member Farr and 
members of the subcommittee. I appreciate the very warm welcome 
that you are extending to our office today, and as always, we ap- 
preciate the interest that you show in our work and what we do 
at USDA. 

As you know, our mission is to help USDA deliver its programs 
effectively and with integrity, and we provide audit and investiga- 
tive services. Since you have my full written statement, let me just 
highlight some of the significant work we did over the last year as 
well as some of the work that we have in process that may be of 
interest. 
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In the area of food safety, we recently reported on swine slaugh- 
ter plants, and we found that a number of plants repeatedly vio- 
lated food safety regulations with little or no consequence. We also 
issued a report on the need for FSIS to test boxed beef for E. coli. 
That report came out a number of months ago, but we believe it 
is very significant. 

We are currently conducting audits of FSIS’s public health infor- 
mation system for the domestic inspection module, and we are also 
doing an inspection of ground turkey processing. 

OIG focuses also on helping USDA safeguard and effectively de- 
liver its programs. Given the importance of the SNAP program, it 
had an $86 billion budget last year, which represents 56 percent 
of USDA’s portfolio, we in OIG devoted more than half of our inves- 
tigative resources to addressing trafficking in SNAP benefits, and 
this resulted in almost 400 convictions and over $49 million in fis- 
cal year 2013. We also spent a number of resources on our audit 
side to issue recommendations to the Department to better screen 
SNAP retailers who wish to enter the program and remain in the 
program. 

This year, we have kicked off an initiative with FNS to work col- 
laboratively to address SNAP fraud on a multi-agency level that 
will involve our State and local partners as well, and we have great 
expectations that this program will be proactive. 

Other work that we have in process focuses on how FNS reports 
its SNAP payment error rates, and we are also looking at factors 
that are causing high average food costs in the WIC program. 

Finally, as you all know, we work to help USDA improve its 
overall management systems. This year we issued reports on the 
Department’s settlement of the civil rights complaints as a follow- 
on to the Pigford litigation. We also issued reports on IT security, 
financial statements and improper payments. We have ongoing 
work on the claims review process for women and Hispanic farmers 
and we also are looking at the use of Economy Act transfers and 
reimbursable agreements by the Department as it manages its 
funds. 

Let me just briefly conclude my oral statement by addressing the 
fiscal year 2015 request for the OIG. As you all know, in response 
to government-wide budget constraints, we have had to streamline 
our operations, as has every other Federal agency, and we are pres- 
ently operating at our lowest level of staffing. We want to thank 
you at the subcommittee for providing us with a much needed in- 
crease in fiscal year 2014. This will enable us to provide more effec- 
tive oversight of USDA programs while we continue to look for cost 
saving opportunities within our operation. 

For fiscal year 2015, the President’s request provides a modest 
increase for us to adopt an innovative approach to addressing im- 
proper payments in USDA programs, and we hope that you are 
able to support that request. We are hoping to use data analytics 
to really focus on the level of improper payments across USDA, 
starting with the issues that we see in RMA and some of the other 
agencies. 
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So thank you today for inviting me to testify before the sub- 
committee, and we are pleased to answer any questions that you 
might have. 

[The information follows:] 
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Good morning Chairman Aderholt, Ranking Member Farr, and Members of the Subcommittee. I 
am pleased to testify about the highlights of the Office of Inspector General’s (OIG) recent and 
planned audit and investigative work, as well as OIG's fiscal year (FY) 2015 budget request. 

Despite the past year being a period of restricted resources, OIG continues to achieve 
substantial and far-reaching results that serve American taxpayers’ interest in more effective 
government. In FY 2013, our audit and investigative vvork obtained potential monetary results 
totaling over $1.2 billion. We issued 54 audit reports intended to strengthen Department of 
Agriculture (USDA) programs and operations, which produced about $1,1 billion in potential 
results. OIG investigations led to 551 convictions with potential results totaling almost 
$122.7 million, 1 

These monetary results far surpass our annual budget. From FY 2006 to FY 2013, the 
potential dollar impact of OIG audits and investigations has totaled $8.5 billion, while our 
appropriations have been just $670 million. For every dollar invested, we have realized 
potential cost savings and recoveries of about $12.62. This figure does not capture the 
significant, but less easily quantified, results of our efforts to improve public safety or 
implement program improvements. 

After summarizing our most significant recent audit and investigative activities under our major 
strategic goals, 1 will conclude w ith a description of what OIG has done over the past several 
years to live within its budget constraints. 

Before 1 do so. however, 1 would like to address one of the broader concerns facing USDA. In 
our work, we often find that the Department and its agencies need to focus more on how they 
monitor their programs and ensure that participants are complying with requirements. As we 
have identified in our 20 1 3 Management Challenges , many USDA agencies place their primary 
focus on administering programs and providing benefits — often at the cost of designing 
sufficient controls to ensure that program funds serve their intended purposes. This problem cuts 
across USDA and has emerged in agencies in all Departmental mission areas. 


‘ As established by Congress in the inspector General Act of 1978. audit monetary impacts derive from funds pul to 
better use and questioned/ unsupported costs, investigation monetary impacts come from recoveries, court-ordered 
lines, restitutions, administrative penaities. as vveii as other judgments. 
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While individual audits and investigations may bring to the fore problems specific to particular 
agencies and programs, USDA needs to prioritize compliance and monitoring as vital elements 
of proper program management. In this vein, OIG is evaluating the Farm Service Agency’s 
compliance activities; a related project involves reviewing the Risk Management Agency's 
(RMA) national performance reviews and determining how useful they are in ensuring program 
compliance. 

Goal 1 — Safety and Security — Strengthen USDA’s ability to implement safety and security 
measures to protect the public health as well as agricultural and Departmental resources 

To help USDA and the American people meet critical challenges in safety, security, and public 
health, OIG provides independent audits and investigations. Our work addresses such issues as 
the ongoing challenges of agricultural inspection activities, the safety of the food supply, and 
homeland security. 

Investigation Leads to Judgment Against California Meat Packing Plant 

In June 2012, two defendants entered into a settlement agreement to pay the United States over 
$304,000 and pay the Humane Society of the United States (HSUS) over $19,000. In October 
2013, six defendants, including individuals and companies, entered into a settlement agreement 
to pay the United States approximately $2.7 million and pay HSUS approximately $1 12,000. In 
addition, one of the companies entered into a consent judgment in favor of the United States 
Government in the amount of $155 million. The settlements resulted from a qui turn civil 
complaint filed by HSUS in February 2008 against the company and its entities; the complaint 
prompted an investigation by OIG and the U.S. Attorney's Office for the Central District of 
California into allegations that a California company mistreated cattle destined for slaughter and 
adulterated meat, including some products distributed to the National Sehool Lunch Program. 

The Food Safety Inspection Service (FSIS) Needs to Ensure that Swine Slaughter Plants Follow 
the Federal Meat Inspection Act 

FSIS inspects over 600 plants that slaughter swine, and our audit of plants subject to FSIS’ 
enforcement found that the agency's actions do not deter swine slaughter plants from becoming 
repeat violators of the Federal Meat Inspection Act. As a result, plants have repeatedly violated 
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the same regulations with little or no consequence. We found that, in 8 ol'the 30 plants we 
visited, inspectors did not always examine the internal organs of carcasses in accordance with 
FSIS inspection requirements, or take enforcement actions against plants that violated food 
safety regulations. As a result, there is reduced assurance that FSIS inspectors effectively 
identified pork that should not enter the food supply. Agency officials concurred with our 
recommendations. 

The Agricultural Marketing Service (AMS) Needs to Ensure Thai Organic Dairy Cattle Have 
Appropriate Access to Pasture 

OIG also conducted an audit of how AMS implemented the "access to pasture" rule as part of its 
National Organic Program (NOP). While the agency has generally implemented this rule 
successfully, we noted that NOP officials had not clearly defined how producers should 
demarcate herds of organic milk-producing cattle, which meant that some certifying agents 
treated organic dairy producers differently, allowing some to add cattle to organic dairy herds, 
when other agents would not. Because the regulations are not clear in defining herds of organic 
cattle, consumers may not always be receiving the high quality' organic product they expect. We also 
noted that NOP needs to include organic feed brokers within the NOP certification process to 
ensure that organic feed is not commingled or contaminated. Finally, we found that smaller 
operations were often unaware of recordkeeping requirements of the access to pasture rule 
regarding livestock confinement, grazing, or the cattle's dry matter intake. AMS concurred with 
our recommendations. 

Among other audits in process. OIG is evaluating how FSIS has implemented the Public Health 
Information System for Domestic Inspection (PHIS), and whether PHIS adequately addresses the 
agency's key mission elements. 

Goal 2 — Integrity of Benefits — Reduce program vulnerabilities and strengthen program 
integrity 

One ofOlG’s most important goals is helping USDA safeguard its programs to ensure that 
benefits are reaching those they are intended to reach. Given the importance of the Food and 
Nutrition Service’s (FNS) Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) — its $86 billion 
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in I ; Y 2013 represents 56 percent of USDA’s budget — OIG continues to direct a large percentage 
ofits resources to combatting the trafficking of SNAP benefits. In 2013, OIG's combined audit 
and investigative work was selected for a Council of the Inspectors General on Integrity and 
Efficiency award for excellence. The award cited audit findings and criminal prosecutions 
resulting in more than $84 million in questioned costs, funds to be put to better use, restitutions, 
seizures, and other means, as well as FNS’ agreement to 58 of OIG’s recommended program 
improvements. 

As a recent example of our investigative SNAP work, an employee of a Philadelphia 
supermarket who trafficked in SNAP benefits was sentenced to prison time, and was ordered to 
pay approximately $2.3 million in restitution. In California, a husband and wife who owned six 
stores that engaged in SNAP trafficking were sentenced to 40 months and 1 8 months in prison, 
respectively. They were also ordered to share in paying $6.5 million in restitution to FNS. 

Working jointly with FNS, OIG has also developed a new approach, called the SNAP Initiative, 
which is a tool for further identifying and addressing fraud in SNAP on a multi-agency level. 

The initiative combines the resources, ingenuity, and prosecutorial efforts oflocal. State, and 
Federal law enforcement partners with the common goal of preventing and prosecuting SNAP 
fraud. This multi-step approach encourages guidance and identification of SNAP fraud 
offenders on both the retailer and recipient side of trafficking. A vital aspect of the initiative is 
prevention, to be achieved through community outreach and media efforts educating citizens and 
retail owners on Federal regulations concerning SNAP benefits. OIG is in the process of rolling 
out this promising initiative with FNS in 2014. 

FNS Needs to More Closely Screen SNAP Retailers 

Likewise, OIG audits have shown how SNAP may be improved to belter serve its intended 
purpose. Recently, OIG reviewed how FNS authorizes retailers to participate in SNAP to 
determine if disqualified retailers were allowed to continue participating in the program. We 
found that FNS does not have clear procedures and guidance to carry out key oversight and 
enforcement activities to address SNAP retailer fraud, or adequate authority to prevent multiple 
instances of fraud — either by a particular owner or within a particular location. As a result, FNS 
does not consistently penalize retailers who illegally exchange SNAP benefits. From a sample of 
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316 locations, we found that FNS did not properly determine potentially $6,7 million in 
penalties, and authorized 51 ineligible store owners, who redeemed over $5.3 million in benefits 
since 2006. In addition, we identified 586 owners allowed to continue participating in SNAP at 
other locations after being permanently disqualified, and 90 retail locations that had two or more 
firms permanently disqualified. FNS and OIG agreed on 12 of 20 recommendations; however, 
further action from the agency is needed before management decision can be reached for the 
other 8 recommendations. 

OIG also has several upcoming projects that will address food benefits. We are currently 
reviewing the National School Lunch/Breakfast Program to evaluate the methods FNS is using to 
lower the improper payment error rates for both programs. In a separate project, we are 
determining whether FNS and the State agencies responsible for administering SNAP have 
adequate controls in place to ensure that SNAP payment error rates are accurately determined 
and reported, appropriate actions are taken to reduce the error rates, and errors are timely 
corrected when detected. Finally, in a third review, we are evaluating the factors causing high 
average food costs reported for States participating in the Special Supplemental Nutrition Program 
for Women, Infants, and Children. 

RMA Needs to Ensure Then its Prevented Planting Provisions Do Not Discourage Farmers from 
Planting Crops 

With approximately $4.6 billion in claims paid to producers who were prevented from planting 
from 2008 to 201 1, RMA's prevented planting provisions offer another opportunity for USDA to 
achieve improved efficiency. OIG determined that RMA needs to improve the prevented 
planting provisions to be more cost effective; to encourage producers to plant a crop, where 
possible; and to make eligibility criteria more objective and clear. Specifically, we found that, 
out of concern for covering a producer’s pre-planting costs in all cases, RMA set current 
prevented planting coverage levels above the percentages of guarantees that farmers needed to 
cover average pre-planting costs. As a result, by establishing coverage levels that provided over 
$480 million in potentially excessive payments, we believe that RMA inadvertently provided 
incentives to actively encourage prevented planting claims. Also, we found that loss adjusters 
did not fully document and support eligibility for over $43 million in prevented planting 
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payments. RMA needs to improve its guidance to better bold approved insurance providers 
accountable, and prevent acres that are regularly too wet for crop production from receiving 
prevented planting coverage. The agency generally agreed with our recommendations. 

Also in the area of farm-related programs, in December 2013, OIG concluded an investigation 
into a multi-year scheme to circumvent farm program payment limitations. As a result, three 
producers, collectively with several of their corporations and limited partnerships, signed a 
settlement agreement in which they repaid $5.4 million to the Government. Our investigation 
revealed that the three men (the principal owner of an Illinois farm, his son, and son-in-law) 
created limited partnerships with other individuals who did not have the financial means or 
ability to operate farming operations that would qualify for the program. During crop years 
2001-2008, the three men participated in at least 17 limited partnerships for which they 
maintained full control and signature authority as general partners, even though, on paper, they 
held only a 2 percent or 4 percent share of each. The 17 limited partnerships received farm 
program payments of approximately $6.7 million. 

Goal 3— -Management Improvement Initiatives — Support USDA in implementing its 
management improvement initiatives 

OIG works to aid the Department in improving the processes and systems it needs lo function 
effectively. Notably, we have recently issued several reports intended to improve how USDA 
settles civil rights complaints and promotes foreign trade. 

Efforts lo Monitor Settlement of Civil Right Complaints 

USDA continues its work concerning complaints hied by different civil rights groups. In 
response to requirements of the Claims Resolution Act of 20 10, 2 OIG performed an audit of the 
In re Black Farmers Discrimination Litigation (known as DFDL) claims process. Our statistical 
sample of 100 randomly selected claims found instances where the arbiter had reached differing 
conclusions for claims that were essentially identical, allowed multiple claims for the same 
farmer, and approved ineligible claims. The arbiter and the claims administrator agreed with our 
concerns and took action to correct these issues and maintain the integrity of the process. 

3 Pub. L. No. 1 1 1-29!, 124 Slat. 3064. 
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OIG is currently performing a review, at the Secretary’s request, intended to determine if the 
claims review process for women and Hispanic farmers is adequate and functioning, OIG is also 
performing additional audit work on the adjudicated BFDL claims to determine if awards were 
granted to eligible claimants. 

The Office of Advocacy and Outreach (OAO) Needs to Improve its Process for Selecting 
Outreach Candidates 

OAO initially selected applicants to receive FY 2012 grants through the Outreach and Assistance 
for Socially Disadvantaged Farmers and Ranchers Program, even though these applicants may 
not have been the most meritorious and deserving candidates. OAO officials disregarded 
regulatory requirements and guidelines cited in the Funding Opportunity Announcement in 
making those selections. Also, they had no documentation to support their decisions and could 
not explain why some applicants that appeared more deserving were not selected to receive grant 
funds. OAO agreed with our recommendation to strengthen the selection process and re-selected 
applicants in a more impartial and transparent manner. 

The Foreign Agricultural Service ( FAS ') Should Improve its Strategic Plan for Increasing Trade 

A recent audit determined whether USDA and FAS have developed and implemented 
measurable strategics that are effectively promoting trade. We found that, although F’AS 
recently updated its strategic plan to include measurable goals and objectives, these goals and 
objectives (which measure the dollar value of exports) do not present the whole picture of how 
FAS’ actions are affecting the global market for American agricultural goods. FAS’ measures 
are not outcome-based and do not show how the United States is performing in a given market 
compared to its competitors. OIG acknowledges that developing outcome-based performance 
measures for FAS’ trade efforts is difficult, but we maintain that a change in U.S. market share is 
an outcome-based measure that would be of great use to policymakers. FAS generally agreed 
with our recommendations. 

FAS Needs to Improve Controls Over Agricultural Aid to Afghanistan 

After the U.S. Agency for International Development transferred $86.3 million to USDA for 
capacity-building activities in Afghanistan in 2010. OIG was required to monitor how these 
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funds were used. A recent review found that senior managers at FAS were aw'are of general 
control weaknesses before first receiving the funding; nevertheless, FAS had not implemented 
performance monitoring plans for all projects until over 2 years after the first project began. 
Without adequate management controls in place, FAS cannot effectively monitor these projects 
and faces difficulty in providing adequate assurance that the funds are effectively accomplishing 
program goals. FAS agreed with all recommendations. 

USDA Continues its Efforts to Improve the Reporting of Improper Payments and High Dollar 
Overpayments 

OIG continues to aid the Department in its efforts to reduce improper payments as part of the 
Improper Payments Elimination and Recovery Act of 2010 (1PERA). 3 In our annual report on 
this topic, we found that USDA did not fully comply with 1PERA for a second consecutive year. 
Although USDA made progress in improving its processes to substantially comply with 1PERA, 
the Department was not compliant with several IPERA requirements. By taking more effective 
measures to avoid these noncompliances, USDA could have avoided approximately $74 million 
in improper payments by meeting reduction targets. 

USDA has improved in its efforts to report high dollar overpayments, according to our annual 
report. OIG found that USDA reported more comprehensive information about high dollar 
overpayments than it did in previous years. Specifically, due to improved reporting oversight 
and processes, USDA reported 239 overpayments, totaling approximately $20.3 million in 
FY 2012. This represents an increase of 67 percent over the number of overpayments reported 
the previous year. However, we determined that the quarterly reports included errors and were 
published up to 102 days after the due date. Without accurate and timely reporting, the effects of 
USDA’s actions or strategies to eliminate the errors causing high dollar overpayments are not 
fully known. USDA’s Office of the Chief Financial Officer agreed with our recommendation. 


3 Pub. L. No. 1 11-204, 124 Slat. 2224. 
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The National Agricultural Statistics Service (NASS) Musi Improve How It Releases Sensitive 
Information 

OIG has also recently audited how NASS controls access to sensitive market data and whether 
information is being released according to established criteria. We found that NASS did not 
adequately enforce critical procedures and physical security measures meant to protect the 
security of NASS information. Notably, OIG was able to bring a cell phone into lockup and 
witnessed a reporter using an iPad during lockup, although these items are banned from NASS’ 
facility. As a result, sensitive information could be compromised or leaked before its official 
release, which could adversely affect equitable trading in commodity markets. We concurred 
with the actions NASS has taken to address 14 of the 17 recommendations made in the report. 

OIG conducts investigations ofUSDA employees alleged to have engaged in criminal activity. 

In November 2012, an official with Rural Development pled guilty to committing wire fraud by 
depositing $6.2 million in checks, issued by 10 water authorities and one electric authority, into a 
bank account for which he had the sole signatory authority. A joint investigation w ith the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation disclosed that the employee then transferred those funds to his 
personal accounts. The employee separated from Federal employment in January 2013. In 
March 2013, the employee was sentenced in U.S. District Court, Middle District of Alabama, to 
60 months in prison. In June 2013, the man was ordered to pay $3.9 million in restitution to 
seven water authorities and one electric authority. 

In other upcoming work that may be of interest to the Subcommittee, OIG is performing, at 
Congressional request, a review to determine the adequacy of USDA’s management controls 
over the Department’s Economy Act transfers and the collection and use of funds under 
Department-wide reimbursable agreements, commonly referred to as “greenbook” charges. 
Additionally, OIG is reviewing FAS.’ controls over private voluntary organizations, as well as 
developing a “lessons learned" report concerning our Recovery Act oversight. 

OIG Cost-Saving Initiatives 

In response to the budgetary constraints throughout the Federal government, OIG has 
streamlined its operations to create a leaner, more effective agency. In FY 2012, we conducted a 
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functional analysis to ensure that OIG, as an agency, is appropriately positioned to continue to 
operate in the most efficient and effective manner. Based on this analysis and the limited 
FY 2013 budget, we took the following steps: 

• reduced staffing through attrition: 

• reduced leased office space and office structures; 

• increased use of webinars, video, and teleconferencing to reduce travel costs; 

• allowed employees to fill GS-14 and GS-15 positions without moving, which has reduced 
relocation costs; and 

• shifted Investigations and Audit employees away from headquarters and to the field to 
carry out OlG’s audit and investigative operations more effectively. 

These steps enabled OIG to continue performing its oversight role despite the restricted budget. 

Although OIG is presently functioning at its lowest level of staffing in its history, the increase in 
OlG’s FY 2014 budget will allow us to provide more effective oversight of USDA programs. 

We thank the Subcommittee for providing these much needed resources. While we will continue 
to look for cost-saving opportunities, this year we will be able to fill some critical vacancies that 
will enhance our ability to deliver high quality products. We will also maintain and grow our 
employee expertise by providing mandatory training and development. Our FY 2015 budget 
request continues that trend by focusing resources on programs within the Department that are 
considered high-risk, and developing an innovative approach to enhance our audit planning and 
execution. 

Thank you for inviting me to testify before the Subcommittee. I would be pleased to address any 
questions you may have about our work. 
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DEPARTMENTAL CHALLENGES 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you, Inspector. First of all, I would like to 
start out with something that I believe I had mentioned last year 
when we started out the subcommittee hearings, and that was 
talking about the challenges and the successes. You have men- 
tioned some of those in your opening statement, but I think last 
year I asked about the USDA’s greatest challenges and whether 
the Department is doing enough to address those challenges. And 
can you tell a little bit about what you see from your perspective 
and from your office, what is the greatest challenges as you look 
to the year ahead? 

Ms. Fong. Well, that is a very good question, and it gives us a 
chance to look at the body of our work and see the major themes 
coming out. 

As we were preparing for this hearing, we were talking, and one 
of the things that we see across the Department is that there is 
a need to provide more attention to effective management of the 
Department’s programs and oversight of programs both within the 
agencies and with respect to third-party providers of benefits. We 
have done a number of reports in the agencies. I think if you look 
at our IT security reports, that is an indication of some of the prob- 
lems that we are seeing with agencies who need to really focus on 
their IT security. Improper payments becomes a symptom of per- 
haps the need for more effective oversight of how agencies deliver 
programs. And what we were seeing is that in this era of budget 
constraints, program managers are looking as a top priority to de- 
liver programs, to get the money out, to get the benefits out to re- 
cipients and participants, and we believe that that is a very impor- 
tant goal. 

When an agency has perhaps less resources than it has had in 
the past, sometimes agencies have to make some tough choices 
about delivering benefits versus making sure that there are enough 
controls in place, that there is enough oversight of how those bene- 
fits are delivered, and we believe that there needs to be a little 
more attention on the oversight side of that. We see that in the 
SNAP program, in the nutrition programs, in the crop insurance 
programs, in the farm programs. And as our statement points out, 
we are doing continued work on those oversight efforts by the agen- 
cies to see how effectively those programs are working. 

Mr. Aderholt. Where is USDA — in what areas are they doing 
a good job in tackling the waste, fraud, and abuse? 

Ms. Fong. Well, we are very encouraged by the partnership that 
we have with FNS. We recognize that the SNAP program poses a 
number of challenges for everyone at the Federal, State and local 
levels in terms of delivery, but FNS has been very willing and en- 
thusiastic in terms of working with us to roll out our initiative this 
year. And let me just talk a little bit about that. We are partnering 
with them to work with State and local administrative agencies as 
well as law enforcement to really get at some of the root causes for 
vulnerabilities and fraud in the program, and to ensure that fraud 
where we find it is being addressed both at the retailer as well as 
the local recipient level, and to also proactively get the message out 
to people around the country that if they engage in fraudulent ac- 
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tivities, that there will be some consequences to that. So we are 
rolling that initiative out as we speak, and FNS has been a very, 
very active partner. 


PROGRAM OVERSIGHT 

Mr. Aderholt. You mentioned about the oversight of programs 
and how important that is. I assume that is going to be one of your 
top recommendations for USD A. What are some other rec- 
ommendations that would be near the top there that would fall in 
that same category? 

Ms. Fong. We feel very strongly that the Department needs to 
focus on its IT security initiatives. I think there is a recognition at 
the Department that this is a significant issue. The use of IT cuts 
across all program areas. As we are becoming more computerized, 
it is essential that we have good databases and security of data. 
I think there is a good recognition of the problem. The solutions are 
taking time, and they will continue to require time and attention. 

Mr. Aderholt. Okay. Thank you. Mr. Farr. 

Mr. Farr. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

IG WORK PROCESS 

I would like to pursue a little bit of just the process in which the 
IG’s work, because you are on the council of — you are chair, aren’t 
you, of the Council on Integrity and Efficiency? Congratulations. 
That is — you are in charge of what, 73 other inspector generals? 

Let’s take the SNAP question that the chairman asked. I mean, 
that seems to me, and just quickly thinking, that there is probably 
no program in the Federal Government that has more responsibil- 
ities to audit the recipient of the money, of the benefit, and then 
how that benefit is spent. In most cases, it is just does the money 
get to the right place, not how is the money from the person spent. 
Nobody checks how Social Security money is spent, but they do 
check on how SNAP programs are spent. 

So as you review these, and obviously, as you said, it is a huge 
program. It is, what, 56 percent of the entire Department of Agri- 
culture’s budget spent on food in America? Do you also come in 
with recommendations on how to improve the program or just that 
it isn’t — because I have found in a lot of these programs, like the 
school feeding program that I am really interested in, we had seven 
or eight different programs within schools. Nobody’s come in and 
said why don’t we put those under one title and manage them 
under one silo rather than seven separate silos, and whatever tech- 
nology, because you are also reviewing use of technology, appro- 
priate technology, sort of bar coding of the meals or bar coding the 
process. 

I mean, there is just — do those recommendations, do the IG’s 
come in and say there is a better way of managing this law that 
we are required to have you comply with? 

Ms. Fong. You have raised a number of very interesting 
thoughts in your question. Let me just comment on a number of 
them. You mentioned the Council of the Inspectors General on In- 
tegrity and Efficiency. It is composed of the 73 Federal IG’s. And 
our task, our mission is to identify issues that cut across multiple 
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agencies and then to do cross-cutting work and come up with rec- 
ommendations where appropriate. As you mentioned 

Mr. Farr. Is that — excuse me. Is that also program change or 
just how the IG’s can better function? 

Ms. Fong. It is both. We do focus on how IG’s can better func- 
tion. We also look at program change. For example, we have issued 
reports in the last few years on suspension and debarment govern- 
ment-wide, on IT cyber security and how to better evaluate that, 
and we have done something on export and import trade. And one 
of the projects we are working on now deals with cloud security, 
the security of the agencies using cloud computing to manage a lot 
of their IT practices. 

As you can imagine, it is not always easy to find topics that cut 
across department and agency lines. For example, you know, you 
mentioned that on the Social Security side that perhaps people do 
not look at how Social Security recipients spend their money. I 
would say 

Mr. Farr. Well, there is no law — there is no law into that of how 
you spend it, where there is with SNAP, you are limited as to how 
you can spend the money. 

Ms. Fong [continuing]. And along those lines 

Mr. Farr [continuing]. The benefit. 

Ms. Fong. At the IG level, at the IG council level government- 
wide, what we would focus on in dealing with the IG’s from, say, 
the Social Security Administration or, say, the Department of 
Health and Human Services with respect to Medicaid, or Veterans 
Affairs with respect to veterans benefits, is to find issues that we 
have in common, for example, the need to match databases, not to 
pay people who are on the death master list or who may be ineli- 
gible for other reasons, and we have been able to do work at that 
kind of macro level. 

Mr. Farr. Does that come back to — I mean, here all of us are 
elected to fix things that are broken in government, and some of 
us think sometimes that it is broken on the collection side and 
some of us think it is broken on the expenditure side. I mean, that 
is the politics. But it seems to me that you are — the thing I see in 
Congress different from when I was in local and State government 
is that we do everything on a very general level. We make law very 
general and then we have these rule writings that gets into writing 
the detail, but the only people that really examine and know how 
it really ends up on the street are people like inspector generals 
and/or managers of those programs, and very rarely do we get back 
sort of the feedback, you designed this thing poorly. It is just — it 
is not going to work the way you have written it. There is a smart- 
er, better way. That is what — the kind of feedback, you know, and 
nobody knows that except the technicians on the inside. I always 
tell everybody who is a public employee, tell us what is broken. If 
you are running a program and you have to do a bunch of dumb- 
dumb stuff, we want to know dumb-dumb, because we can fix 
dumb-dumb, but we don’t get it. I mean, we don’t always get it un- 
less there is sort of a scandal or something like that. 

And I just wondered if part of your responsibilities was to come 
back and say, you know what, either the law or the regs are just 
poorly written. 
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Ms. Fong. And that is a very good point. We do try to point that 
out in our reports where we think that a regulation or a law should 
be looked at and perhaps revised. The one that conies to mind im- 
mediately is our recent report on SNAP retailers and how the De- 
partment authorizes and reauthorizes retailers who participate. 
There are a number of recommendations we made in there that 
may require a change to law or regulation if the Department de- 
cides it wants to pursue that, and so I would draw your staffs at- 
tention to some of those recommendations. 

Mr. Farr. Thank you. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Latham. 

Mr. Latham. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

NASS DATA 

And welcome; appreciate your work. Your testimony reported a 
lack of antiquated enforcement procedures and security measures 
meant to protect the National Agricultural Statistic Service infor- 
mation and understanding how important security is on that infor- 
mation, the effects it can have on markets and insider trading, 
whatever that — it is a little concerning to me to hear that there are 
real problems. 

Was there any data that was actually released prior to what it 
should have been, or do you know if information did get out ahead 
of — to affect the market? 

Mr. Harden. Yes, sir. We would probably have to get back with 
you on details, but before we did our review, I think a couple years 
prior, there was some information that was released a couple min- 
utes ahead of time, but the impact on that, I don’t know the exact 
impact that it had on the market. 

[The information follows:] 
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That is correct. Both the NASS report and the press articles are 
intended to be released simultaneously so that the public and the 
press readers have the same market information at the same time. 
In 2011, three incidents involved the early release of press 
articles. Other times, NASS reports appeared on its official 
website after the official release time, due to connectivity 
issues . 

While we have no evidence that early releases actually did affect 
the market, the reports that NASS publishes are extremely market- 
sensitive and contain major principal economic indicators of the 
United States economy. For instance, NASS provides statistical 
data that are included in the World Agricultural Supply and 
Demand Estimates (WASDE) Report. An Economic Research Service 
(ERS) economist found when the WASDE report is released, it is 
"followed by an immediate reaction reflected in the opening 
future prices for each commodity." 1 The ERS report provided 
anecdotal evidence that a spike in price volatility occurs the 
instant the WASDE report is released to the public. This brief 
period of high volatility can affect risk management strategies, 
creating an environment where a very short delay in accessing 
information may have a large impact on traders. 

During our audit fieldwork, we found that data dissemination 
problems continued to occur in lockup, albeit under different 
circumstances, indicating that other solutions needed to be 
sought. During the March 2013 lockup session, we identified a 
delay of 4 minutes in the release of a report to the public, due 
to information technology connectivity issues. After additional 
discussions with NASS, we discovered that this has been, and 
remains, an ongoing issue; some reports have not been uploaded 
timely to NASS' website. We observed that data from news 
organizations were not delayed, allowing anyone who subscribes to 
their services to have access to the report information before 
others checking NASS' website, resulting in inequality among 
users of NASS information. Since markets can have an immediate 
reaction to the reports, this reinforces the need for action by 
NASS to ensure that both the NASS report and the press articles 
are released simultaneously so that the public and the press 
readers have the same market information at the same time. 

We recommended that NASS immediately take action to prevent 
report release delays. As part of the process to eliminate the 
delays, NASS should develop a long-term plan that includes 
specific deadlines and then implement the solution to prevent 
delays or early releases. NASS agreed with this recommendation 
and stated it has taken and will continue to take action to 
minimize report release delays and is currently working on a 
plan. 


1 Quantifying the WASDE Announcement Effect, Michael K. Adjemian, Oxford 
University Press, 2012. 
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Mr. Latham. Okay. Are you confident now that the information 
is secure, that the data’s not 

Mr. Harden. I know that as we did the review and we brought 
the problems to NASS, they were very receptive and started work- 
ing on fixing the problems before the field work was even finished. 
So in terms of the recognition of the problem, I think they have a 
better handle on it now. We would have to go back and look at it 
in the future to see if the fix is sufficiently implemented. 

Mr. Latham. Do you have any additional recommendations or 
any other concerns or — other than what you have already 

Mr. Harden. No. 


RECOVERY RECOMMENDATIONS 

Mr. Latham. Okay. There were — I think in your testimony, you 
did 17 audits, and as a result, determined there was $424 million 
of “questioned” or unsupported costs at USDA, and there was $12 
million that was recommended for recovery and $412 not. Why 
would you not want to recover more than $12 million rather than 
the $412? 

Ms. Fong. Let me just talk generally in terms of our rec- 
ommendations. We — as you point out, we make dollar recommenda- 
tions in a number of categories, and that cost avoidance category 
generally applies when we are making recommendations to the 
agency to take action before the money goes out. Don’t let the 
money go out to an ineligible person. The recovery category is when 
the money has already gone out and we tell the agency, take a look 
at this, we think it may have gone, and they may be using it for 
an ineligible purpose or an improper purpose. We will make those 
recommendations. 

At that point, the agency then has to assess whether they can 
take action, whether it is within the statute of limitations, whether 
they have a likelihood of recovery, whether there is any other fac- 
tor that comes into play there. And so we work with the agency to 
come up with recommendations that are possible and 
implementable. 

Gil, did you want to add 

Mr. Harden. And just to point out, a big part of the number that 
was not recommended for recovery, I think if I go back and look 
at the details, they are going to be connected with statistical projec- 
tions. So on the — we take a sample and we do it statistically. If 
there are individual members of that sample where we note that 
they were potentially ineligible, we can make specific recommenda- 
tions to the agency to go look at those specific sample items, but 
then with our statistician, we can take that data and apply it to 
the universe that we were looking at at that point in time, which 
comes up with an amount that is potentially ineligible, but it is 
something that is not recoverable because it is not connected with 
a specific sample item. 

Mr. Latham. So these numbers are actually projections of 
maybe? 

Mr. Harden. Statistically, yes, those. 

Mr. Latham. Okay. Again, define your question, unsupported 
costs. What does that mean? 
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Mr. Harden. The unsupported costs category is where they did 
not have the documentary support for whatever 

Mr. Latham. Okay. 

Mr. Harden [continuing]. The decision was that was made, and 
they couldn’t provide it to us during field work or maybe they were 
able to provide it to us after, they were able to come up with it, 
or if not, then it stays as unsupported. It is part of the question 
cost category. 

Ms. Fong. For example, if the Department were to give a grant 
to a recipient to carry out a certain kind of activity, and the recipi- 
ent then claimed costs under the grant, say, for salaries or for pur- 
chase of equipment or whatever it is, if they don’t have the sup- 
porting receipts or documentation, then the Department should not 
be paying that. The claimed costs need to be supported and justi- 
fied. 

Mr. Latham. Okay. I am out of time. Thank you. 

Mr. Aderholt. Ms. Pingree. 

Ms. Pingree. Thank you very much, Mr. Chair. 

Thank you for your testimony and all of the work you do on be- 
half of the USDA and investigating things that really need to be 
understood. 

INVESTIGATION PRIORITIES 

Let me just start with some of the questions around how you de- 
cide where to focus your investigations. You did a great job in the 
beginning, I think, explaining that because SNAP is such a large 
percentage of the budget at USDA, it has been a focus, and you 
have certainly done a lot of work of trying to sort out what the 
areas are of fraud. It is always a volatile topic here when it comes 
to the policy and the funding. And I appreciate the fact that you 
have really started to look at some of the retailing issues as op- 
posed to just focusing on individuals, because I think all too often 
we think about the individual who committed the fraud. 

So I want to just get a little bit of a comparison. I see from 2012 
data, about 50 percent of your investigations went into SNAP 
fraud. My understanding is about 99 percent of the people eligible 
for SNAP are completely truly eligible, so clearly, some of this is 
happening in the retailing side. Payment accuracy is 96.2 percent 
from 2011 data. 

In Maine, where I represent, the average SNAP benefit is about 
$122 a month, so individuals who do something incorrect aren’t 
necessarily defrauding the government for high numbers. 

I, of course, want to compare this a little bit to some of the farm- 
ers who receive different kinds of payments through USDA. And 
the average of the top 10 percent of farmers is $32,000 a year in 
crop subsidies. So just give me a sense on how much you have done 
on that side, given the dollar value, how able we are to understand 
when people are receiving those subsidies appropriately, and how 
you balance out the use of those resources, and I would say par- 
ticularly in light of the fact that with this passage of the farm bill, 
there are going to be a tremendous number of changes in how 
farmers receive subsidies, so it seems to me it will be an area of 
a certain amount of confusion in the beginning. 
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Ms. Fong. Let me just comment generally about how we set our 
priorities for our work. As you mentioned, on our investigative side, 
which makes up about 40 percent of the resources of our office, 
SNAP has taken up more than half of our attention. And we gen- 
erally focus on the retailers, because that is the Federal level of re- 
sponsibility, leaving the recipient fraud generally to the State and 
locals to investigate. 

Now, both our audit side of the house and our investigative side 
of the house, every year we look at the areas of highest risk within 
USDA as we plan our work. And in order to kind of assess that, 
we ask for input from Congress, from the Secretary as to areas 
where you all might believe we could focus our attention. We also 
look at the history of the various programs in the portfolios based 
on our experience, the level of funding, whether there are new leg- 
islative initiatives that are being implemented, and any other fac- 
tor that could come into play. We then decide what areas pose the 
greatest risk at the current time, and are ripe for a look. Many 
times we will not look at a very new program, because we want to 
give the agency a chance to start implementing it. 

I think if you look at our full portfolio, you will see that every 
year we are mandated by law to carry out financial statement au- 
dits, which we do of the whole Department. We have to look at IT 
security. We have to look at improper payments by law, and so we 
spend quite a bit of resources on that. We have also spent a lot of 
time on the conservation programs because of the way those pro- 
grams have been managed in the past. Crop insurance is a matter 
of great interest to us, as is any food safety issue. That tends to 
be one of our top priorities. 

IMPROPER PAYMENTS 

Ms. Pingree. So perhaps I could have the opportunity to do a lit- 
tle more research on this or you could provide me with that, but 
I am curious, given some of the priorities around improper pay- 
ments and what would be quite a bit of changes in crop insurance. 
So, again, I am somewhat interested in how many improper pay- 
ments or how that is evaluated when it comes to subsidies to farm- 
ers. And you may not have all that information today, but I would 
be just generally interested in understanding better how well we 
are able to investigate that and how much of your resources go to 
that investigation. 

And just as a little follow-up on that, so I know that part of the 
new resources that are in the President’s budget are on the cre- 
ation of these audit centers of excellence, which seems like a poten- 
tially good way of going about doing that, so again, in the future, 
do you have an understanding of how much of that will be devoted 
to investigating SNAP fraud as opposed to investigating subsidy 
payments? 

Ms. Fong. We would be happy to provide some additional detail 
for the record. 

Ms. Pingree. I am out of time, so I know you probably don’t 
have a lengthy answer, but I would be happy to get more informa- 
tion on that. 
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Ms. Fong. We would be happy to provide that. 
Ms. Pingree. Great. Thanks. 

[The information follows:] 
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Since FY 2010, we have been spending approximately 14 to 20 percent of 
our investigative time and resources investigating fraud and 
mismanagement involving Farm Service Agency (FSA) and Risk Management 
Agency {RMA) programs. Most of our investigations involve allegations 
of fraud on the part of program applicants and participants, including 
false claims on FSA loan applications, conversion of collateral that 
secures FSA direct and guaranteed loans, establishment of sham farming 
operations on paper in order to receive more benefits than allowed 
under payment limitation rules, hiding of crop production in order to 
file false crop insurance claims, and other kinds of illegal activity 
involving improper crop insurance and farm subsidy benefits . The chart 
below provides further information on investigative resources spent on 
FSA and RMA programs by Fiscal Year. 


Percentage of Time Dedicated to FSA and RMA Investigations FYs 2010 

through 2014 



%FSA 

%RMA 

Total% 

Combined 

FSA/RMA 

FY 2010 

13 . 86% 

6 . 10 

19.96% 

FY 2011 

9.87 

5.23 

15.10 

FY 2012 

9.96 

4 . 55 

14 . 51 

FY 2013 

9.85 

5 . 24 

15 . 09 

FY 2014 (to 
date) 

9.08 

5 . 14 

14 . 22 
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Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Nunnelee. 

Mr. Nunnelee. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

IPERA 

Ms. Fong, you state in your report that the USDA has not com- 
plied with the Improper Payments Elimination Recovery Act of 
2010. What areas is the USDA lacking full compliance with 
IPERA? 

Ms. Fong. Well, there are seven areas that we are supposed to 
assess, and they are non-compliant with three of them. They have 
not 

Gil, go ahead to make sure we get it right. 

Mr. Harden. The three areas that they were not compliant — we 
found issues with eight of the 16 high-risk programs. 

Mr. Nunnelee. Eight of the 16 what? 

Mr. Harden. High-risk programs that are covered as part of 
IPERA. So for two programs, they have not published improper 
payment estimates; for two programs they haven’t published im- 
proper payment rates of less than 10 percent; and then in six pro- 
grams, they haven’t met their annual reduction targets. 

Mr. Nunnelee. So what are they doing to correct these areas? 

Mr. Harden. By — this was the second year in a row that we 
had — we had reported the non-compliance, and so we are doing the 
current work right now, but they had to get with OMB and do 
some extra work this year because they have not shown compli- 
ance, but I will have to get back to you on exactly what they have 
done. 

Mr. Nunnelee. All right. So you — you know, we will submit that 
for the record. 

[The information follows:] 
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The Department took the following actions in relation to the Improper 
Payments Information Act (IPIA) of 2002 noncompliant areas we reported for 
FY 2012: 

1. USDA did not publish sufficient and comprehensive estimates for the 
Risk Management Agency's (RMA) Federal Crop Insurance Corporation 
{FCIC} and the Food and Nutrition Service's (FNS} Child and Adult 
Care Food Program (CACFP) . 

For FCIC, the Department is working with the Office of Management 
and Budget (OMB) and has reached out to OIG to modify its sampling 
methods to provide a more accurate depiction of improper payments. 

For FNS CACFP, FNS officials expect to obtain the results in 
June 2014 of the feasibility study that FNS conducted to determine a 
valid and reliable method to estimate improper payments for one 
component of CACFP. Our audit of fiscal year 2013 IPIA compliance 
is ongoing. If CACFP is noncompliant for a third year, the 
Department will be required to submit to Congress reauthorization 
proposals or propose statutory changes necessary to bring CACFP into 
compliance . 

2. USDA School Breakfast and School Lunch programs (SBP/NSLP) reported 
error rates over 10 percent: 

We noted in our FY 2012 USDA IPERA Compliance report that SBP and 
NSLP payment estimates were based on an outdated study and the 
Department initiated actions to conduct an update. The updated 
study has since been completed, and the Department expects to issue 
the new estimates on its improper payments in SBP and NSLP by the 
end of calendar year 2014. 

3. Six USDA programs did not meet their reduction targets in FY 2012: 

In FY 2013, three of those six programs we reported in FY 2012 met 
their reduction targets. The other three programs that remain 
noncompliant missed their targets by an average of 0.5 percent. 

These agencies have ongoing corrective actions to address program 
errors . 
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Mr. Nunnelee. All right. Last year you testified that there were 
10 States that have not met deadlines for recommendations that 
you had recommended for the State compliance. Where are we with 
those? 


STATE SNAP COMPLIANCE 

Mr. Harden. Those are with the SNAP 

Mr. Nunnelee. Yes. 

Mr. Harden [continuing]. Databases? 

Mr. Aderholt. Speak a little closer to the mike. 

Mr. Harden. Those were with the SNAP 

Mr. Nunnelee. Yes. 

Mr. Harden [continuing]. Databases? And we have gotten agree- 
ment with FNS on all of those recommendations in terms of the 
plan forward in terms of making corrections. We had initiated work 
to do some follow-up work in that area, but when we started that 
work earlier this year, we learned that FNS had let its own con- 
tract to look at some of the very same things that we were going 
to look at where they were working with States to improve the 
methods for tracking down, you know, the improper payments. So 
what we are doing with that right now is monitoring how they are 
doing to see whether we need to go in the future, as opposed to du- 
plicating the effort that they are doing right now. 

Mr. Nunnelee. So is it reasonable to think that when we come 
back this time next year, you will be able to report that they have 
made significant progress? 

Mr. Harden. I will look into that and see if we can say that. I 
know that we can — one of the things that we are working on right 
now is their quality control rate, and we are continuing — we are 
starting to see problems with that error rate as well, as well as er- 
rors with the school lunch and breakfast. So it is a big, big prob- 
lem, and they are making incremental changes. 

Mr. Nunnelee. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chair. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Fortenberry. 

Mr. Fortenberry. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Good morning. 

Ms. Fong, first let me thank you, congratulate you on the major 
award you received. And several years ago when I was chairman 
of the Subcommittee on Nutrition on the House Agricultural Com- 
mittee, we had a robust dialogue about fraud and waste in the 
SNAP program. You took some additional initiative there and dug 
a little deeper, and I think we have got some good outcomes, so 
thank you for that initiative. 

I think it is important to say up front that this is America. We 
don’t let people bleed in the street, we don’t let people starve in 
their homes, and that is why programs such as SNAP are impor- 
tant. Given the magnitude of it, given the amount of money that 
it spends, even a small bit of fraud in it creates the potential for 
savings, which, in turn, are necessary in this tight fiscal time, but 
also it is not fair to those who are in vulnerable circumstances to 
have dollars that could be used to help them divided to people who 
are abusing the system. So this — in that spirit is why we tend to 
focus pretty narrowly pretty quickly on the SNAP program. 
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SNAP FRAUD 

Back to that point, where do you find — do you find fraud in the 
program concentrated in one area of the country or another? 

Ms. Fong. I don’t think we would say it is concentrated in par- 
ticular areas, because we don’t — you know, it is hard to project 
that. We do have major investigations going on all the time around 
the country in all of the major urban centers that you can imagine. 
The initiative that we are working on with FNS has identified a 
couple of areas that we are going to focus on, because the State and 
local authorities there are happy to work with us and because we 
see opportunity there. And I 

Mr. Fortenberry. That is on the retailer side? 

Ms. Fong. Retailer as well as recipient. It will 

Mr. Fortenberry. Let me ask you a question simply. How does 
the most basic type of fraud take place? In other words, if you are 
a SNAP recipient, somebody offers you some cash for the use of the 
card, is that the fundamental way in which SNAP recipients could 
potentially abuse the program, and the same thing for the retailer? 

Ms. Fong. That is basically the scheme. There are many vari- 
ations on it, but the idea is that if you are a recipient, you offer 
your card up. You get perhaps $0.50 on the dollar for that, so you 
are free to spend that money any way you see fit, and then the re- 
tailer can redeem that card and get full value for it. 

Mr. Fortenberry. And I recognize that this fraud in the pro- 
gram has dropped significantly since going to the electronic benefit, 
but this basic problem still potentially exists and is dependent 
upon the goodwill, the self-enforcement of the person using it pri- 
marily. I imagine that is very difficult to stop. 

AUDIT PRIORITIES 

You walked through this a little bit, but I wanted to get a better 
understanding of how you prioritize your work, how you prioritize 
your audits. Is it simply based upon the magnitude of the pro- 
grams, where the money’s spent, so you tend to divide up what you 
have in terms of resources and focus on those areas, or when some- 
thing arises that looks problematic and you are alerted to it, you 
tend to prioritize that? 

Ms. Fong. It is all of those factors. 

Mr. Fortenberry. Okay. And who makes that decision? 

Ms. Fong. We do, the senior staff within IG. 

Mr. Fortenberry. I assume you’d want suggestions. 

Ms. Fong. Absolutely. We welcome suggestions from all Members 
of Congress. 

Mr. Fortenberry. Well, two points. You have asked for a budg- 
etary increase. I think it would be helpful to do some type of study 
to show that if you are — the correlation between budgetary in- 
creases and better outcomes for programs measured in terms of im- 
pact as well as cost savings. That way, it helps very much justify 
the case for an increase in your part. 

PAYMENT LIMITATIONS 

The second issue before I am out of time is Ms. Pingree had a 
very good point. We are interested in stopping fraud, making the 
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system more effective no matter where it is, and in this regard, I 
am interested in the question of exotic legal arrangements that 
help skirt payment limitations and actively engaged rules, if you 
will, for the appropriation of farm payments. This is an area that 
I think we need to take a closer look at. 

Ms. Fong. Yes, I appreciate that. We do have information on our 
return on investment. Over the last 8 years, we have averaged $12 
for every dollar invested in our operation, and so we strongly be- 
lieve that any increase in budget for us will result in better and 
more audits and investigations that bring back more money to the 
government. 

And in terms of payment limitations and actively engaged issues, 
we are very aware of those. We have a long history of carrying out 
investigations into schemes involving that as well as some audit 
work in that area. So we will take your suggestion and explore that 
for next year. 

Mr. Fortenberry. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chair. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Rooney. 

Mr. Rooney. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

NASS 

Last month your office released an audit of the USDA’s National 
Agricultural Statistical Service, or NASS. Your security review 
found that the agency failed to adequately enforce critical security 
procedures and physical security measures intended to protect 
NASS’s information. You also identified several instances where 
sensitive commodity market data was compromised due to lapses 
in technology. 

Has your office decided to conduct additional audits related to 
the security of NASS in the programs? 

Mr. Harden. Not at this — not at this time, because they have 
been very receptive and proactive in working on the recommenda- 
tions and the problems that we noted, and so we would probably 
include it as — in future planning to go back and see if the meas- 
ures they took, you know, solved the problems. 

Mr. Rooney. What would you be looking for to see if they did 
solve those problems? 

Mr. Harden. I mean, we would follow up on the recommenda- 
tions that we just made. We would give them time to implement 
those recommendations and then see if they implemented them. 

Mr. Rooney. Okay. NASS collects personally identifiable infor- 
mation data for a number of surveys, including the agricultural 
census, so based on the findings in your recent security review, do 
you believe we should be concerned about the USDA’s ability to 
sufficiently protect this sensitive data as well? 

Mr. Harden. That was not something that was specifically part 
of it. If I can get back to you on that, I would appreciate it. 

[The information follows:] 

Based on our audit work, we have concerns about NASS’ ability to sufficiently 
protect all of its sensitive data, including data containing PII. We conducted vulner- 
ability scans of NASS’ entire network on which this information resides and identi- 
fied multiple critical and high IT vulnerabilities. NASS had not been timely ad- 
dressing these vulnerabilities. As a result of our review, NASS created a group that 
has started taking action to remediate these vulnerabilities. 
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Mr. Rooney. Okay. Thank you. And do you believe that NASS’s 
security weaknesses could lead to potential violation of the agency’s 
statutorily required confidentiality pledge? 

Mr. Harden. I would also like to get back to you on that. 

[The information follows:] 

As previously stated, we found multiple vulnerabilities on NASS’ network that 
could affect the security of the information it collects and thus its confidentiality 
statement. NASS is actively working to remediate the vulnerabilities. 

Mr. Rooney. USDA also has a good deal of secret and sensitive, 
non-personally identifiable information, including sensitive infor- 
mation regarding its plant and animal disease research. What is 
your assessment of the USDA’s cyber security on this type of data? 

Mr. Harden. That I don’t think we have done recent work, but 
I can look in to see what we have done in the past. 

[The information follows:] 

In our FY 2013 FISMA report, we continued to report a material weakness in 
USDA’s IT security, including agency IT security. The Department has not (1) devel- 
oped policies, procedures, or strategies for continuous monitoring or risk manage- 
ment; (2) the Department and its agencies are not in compliance with baseline con- 
figurations; (3) vulnerabilities are not being remediated in a timely manner; (4) sep- 
arated employees’ access to computer systems is not terminated in a timely manner; 
(5) policies defining the detection and removal of unauthorized network connections 
have not been developed or implemented; and (6) policies have not been issued de- 
fining required oversight of information technology systems that contractors or other 
entities operate on USDA’s behalf, including systems and services residing in the 
cloud. Until these issues are resolved, all of USDA’s information systems and the 
information residing on these systems, including PII and sensitive information 
(which includes plant and animal disease information) have an increased risk of 
being lost, disclosed, altered, and/or destroyed. 

Mr. Rooney. Okay. I ask a lot of this because I also sit on the 
Intelligence Committee, so this is sort of an area that I am inter- 
ested in, so I appreciate your getting back to me on 

The next question is, does the agency have sufficient resources 
dedicated to protecting its secret non-personally identifiable infor- 
mation? 

Mr. Harden. That — let me get back to you on that one, too. 

Mr. Rooney. Finally, Mr. Chairman, does the agency have ap- 
propriate safeguards in place to ensure only those allowed to access 
the information are able to do so? 

Ms. Fong. I am just going to interject here. And since you have 
a background in intelligence and data, you know that every year 
we have to do a review under the FISMA statute which does a com- 
prehensive look at the Department’s IT security across agencies 
and from the whole IT security process from soup to nuts, and I 
think it is safe to say that over the last few years, we have found 
significant issues with the Department’s overall IT security proc- 
esses. 

We have made 49 recommendations to correct them, to come into 
compliance with NIST guidelines. And many of the questions that 
you are asking really go to the kinds of points that we have been 
making, that the Department needs to tighten up and come into 
compliance in those areas. So I just wanted to offer that as back- 
ground. 

Mr. Rooney. Well, if you could also help me with the answers 
to those questions as well, maybe I can help you in that regard. 

[The information follows:] 
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We had no audit work directed specifically at secret non-personally identifiable in- 
formation. But, one consistent theme throughout the Department is not patching for 
known vulnerabilities, which cybercriminals can use to exploit systems. As part of 
our FY 2013 FISMA audit testing, we performed a vulnerability assessment on 
seven agencies that were included in our FY 2008-2012 FISMA reviews to deter- 
mine if each agency was mitigating its vulnerabilities in a timely manner and thus 
improving its security posture. We compared the average number of vulnerabilities 
per device identified in our 2013 scans to the average number of vulnerabilities 
found during the previous FISMA reviews. For all seven agencies, the average num- 
ber of vulnerabilities per device increased — in most cases the number doubled; and 
for three agencies, the number increased by more than eightfold. As a result, USDA 
systems have an increased risk of sensitive and PII information being lost, disclosed, 
altered, or destroyed. 

Mr. Rooney. So thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Valadao. 

Mr. Valadao. Thank you, Mr. Chair. 

wic 

You mentioned FNS’s work with State agencies on fraud. I know 
California has had problems with their WIC oversight. The WIC 
moratorium in California was a product of abuse of the system, and 
I am very pleased with the action — or action was taken. With that 
being said, the moratorium was set in 2008, and little has changed 
since then. What steps have been taken in California to address 
the control of high risk vendors? 

Mr. Harden. I do know, and it is information that we will have 
to get to you later, but as part of our current review of the WIC 
program where we are looking at how States are containing costs 
or how costs for the food packages are determined, California is 
part of our review and it touches on some of those questions. 

[The information follows:] 

We are currently reviewing FNS’ WIC program and California is one of the States 
included in this audit review. Our audit objectives are to evaluate the factors that 
contribute to the high average food costs reported for various states within the WIC 
program. We will also evaluate FNS oversight activities for monitoring food costs. 
We would be happy to brief the subcommittee once the report is ready to be issued. 

Mr. Valadao. One of the issues that we face, obviously in my 
part of the country in California, we are suffering from this water 
crisis and unemployment numbers are getting to pretty extreme 
numbers now. WIC is obviously something that is important to a 
lot of those people in the area, but at the same time, you have got 
new stores opened up with an opportunity for those people to be 
serviced or be able to purchase their product through stores closer 
to home, something more convenient for these people, and that op- 
portunity is not being afforded them, and I think it is something 
that needs to be looked into, so I appreciate you looking into it and 
seeing what we come up with. Thank you. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Bishop. 

Mr. Bishop. Thank you very much. 

FOREIGN AGRICULTURE SERVICE 

I have a question on foreign ag service. As you know, during 
June of 2010, the U.S. Agents of International Development trans- 
ferred $86.3 million to the Department of Agriculture for capacity- 
building activities in Afghanistan, and the OIG just recently re- 
leased an audit of the Foreign Agriculture Services’ management of 
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those funds, and the program’s activities in Afghanistan, and the 
audit found that FAS had been aware of deficiencies in the man- 
agement of the capacity-building activities over in Afghanistan for 
quite a while, but did not adequately implement corrective actions 
to strengthen the management and control of activities until 2 
years after the audit — after the funds were disbursed, I should say. 

The audit recommended that FAS forego accepting any further 
USAID funds until full implementation in the form of a monitoring 
process and other controls were put in place. 

Idas FAS begun to implement the recommendations as well as 
those of their consultants? How much — can you tell us how much 
has been spent in the capacity-building activities before your audit, 
and did you see any positive results from the money spent? And, 
finally, does FAS have similar capacity-building programs in other 
parts of the world, and if so, should we be concerned with the man- 
agement of those programs as well? 

Mr. Harden. In terms of whether — and I may not get all the 
questions. If I forget one, I may ask to have it repeated. But in 
terms of implementing the recommendations from the consultant in 
response to our recommendation to get those started, we do know 
that those are underway. From my understanding — you know, I 
would have to rely on the numbers that are in the report in terms 
of how much money they have spent in terms of what we looked 
at. I do know that this was the largest amount of money in these 
type of funds that they had ever tried to manage, and so they rec- 
ognized that as we had discussions about that, that they really 
were not equipped to handle it right off the bat. 

And as far as capacity-building of this nature in other parts of 
the world, I am not aware of any, but I will go back and ask. 

[The information follows:] 

The Department, under the Foreign Agricultural Service’s (FAS) oversight and ad- 
ministration, does fund and participate in various capacity building initiatives in 
foreign countries, with the primary intent of building future markets for American 
agricultural products and secondarily increasing agricultural productivity, agricul- 
tural services, and livelihoods in these countries. These projects include activities 
such as developing or rebuilding local market infrastructures, rehabilitating water- 
sheds and improving irrigation infrastructure, and providing agricultural technical 
assistance to local producers. However, starting in 2010 with the transfers of Sec- 
tion 632(a) funds from U.S. Agency for International Development and/or the U.S. 
Department of State, the level of funding and activities by the Department in- 
creased significantly, particularly for capacity building in Pakistan and Afghanistan. 
Because of this significant increase in funding level, FAS commissioned an inde- 
pendent study to strengthen its policies and procedures and its control structure 
and to ensure that it could properly administer the increased influx of funds. Also, 
under the increased funding provided under the Section 632(a) funds, the Depart- 
ment’s involvement changed. As part of the U.S. Government’s Agricultural Assist- 
ance Strategy for Afghanistan, the Department partnered with the Afghanistan 
Ministry for Agriculture, Irrigation, and Livestock (MAIL) to improve MAIL’S capac- 
ity to provide agricultural services to the Afghanis. In this situation, FAS worked 
directly with MAIL to assist in developing a better infrastructure. 

Mr. Bishop. Thank you. Let me just look at the farm bill, which 
was really a roadmap for the management of our USDA programs 
for which we use. Can you tell us whether Congress addressed all 
of the key issues facing the Department and moving into the fu- 
ture? Example, the question of who is really a farmer as the farm 
bill terms it, who is actively engaged in farming, that is — that con- 
tinues to be a somewhat vague issue and one that I think the De- 
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partment is developing regulations on. In theory, these regulations 
will potentially address the concerns of many people who believe 
that farm subsidies should — that farm subsidies often, not nec- 
essarily should, wind up in the hands of the people who aren’t 
working on the farm or who don’t have an active interest in the 
farm. 


FARM BILL AND OVERSIGHT 

So my question is whether or not the farm bill did enough on this 
and other ongoing issues, and what gaps in opportunities do you 
see in terms of the challenges that are facing the Department in 
managing agriculture under the farm bill? 

Ms. Fong. Well, let me just generally comment that we are still 
in the process of going through the farm bill, trying to get a handle 
on what the new provisions are and what they might mean to us 
as we develop our priorities for next year’s work. 

I appreciate the fact that both you and Mr. Fortenberry have 
raised the issue of actively engaged. I think that is a very difficult 
and complex issue. I know in our history at USDA IG, we have had 
a number of cases where we have taken successful prosecutions 
against people who have taken advantage of some of the different 
approaches to that, people who’ve, you know, engaged with some — 
created 17 or 18 straw partnerships to triple or quadruple or what- 
ever the amount of money they get under that program fraudu- 
lently. So we are aware that there are some vulnerabilities in that, 
and I appreciate your raising that. 

PROGRAM FRAUD 

Mr. Bishop. How does the fraud, waste, and abuse with regard 
to the insurance programs, the FSA programs stack up with the 
fraud in nutrition in terms of dollars with the nutrition programs, 
such as SNAP, WIC and the other nutrition programs? 

Ms. Ellis. I think that based on the work that we have done the 
past several years and with the large influx of funds in the SNAP 
program, we are seeing a large amount of fraud there just because 
it is large dollars. 

With regard to farm programs, I do know that we have cases 
across the country both in the various farm program cases as well 
as crop insurance. So far our work is not stacking up to the same 
amount as we are on SNAP. 

Mr. Bishop. But in terms of the percentage of fraud and the dol- 
lars in fraud, do the nutrition programs add up to more fraud or 
less fraud as compared to the disaster programs and the FSA pro- 
grams? 

Ms. Ellis. It is hard for us to actually figure out what the fraud 
amount is. What I can go based on is the type of work that we do 
and where we are spending our time, and with regard to SNAP 

Mr. Bishop. You don’t have any idea about the number of dol- 
lars? 

Ms. Ellis. No, because we don’t know all of the fraud that is ac- 
tually going on. There could be parts of fraud that I am just not 
aware of. 

Mr. Bishop. I mean the ones that you have investigated 

Ms. Ellis. Right. 



35 


Mr. Bishop [continuing]. And that you have found? 

Ms. Ellis. We have — the larger amount has been in the SNAP 
program as opposed to the other farm programs. 

Mr. Bishop. And just to follow up on that, was it on the part of 
those administering the program, was it on the part of those who 
were recipients? Where do the fraud — was it the vendors? 

Ms. Ellis. With regard to SNAP, our responsibility is chiefly 
with the retailers, so our work is mainly with the retailers and that 
is where we are seeing the fraud. The States and the locals are re- 
sponsible for dealing with the majority of the recipient fraud. 

Ms. Fong. Just to offer a couple of comments on the dollars. Just 
looking at our investigative statistics for the last 2 years or so, in 
the farm programs, we had about $33 million in terms of investiga- 
tive recoveries for fraud, and in the crop insurance program, about 
$40 million. There is a huge case in North Carolina involving the 
tobacco farmers that accounts for much of that. So I think what we 
are seeing is that when we find fraud in those programs, they tend 
to involve multi-million dollars and many people. 

Mr. Bishop. In the FSA programs? 

Ms. Fong. FSA and RMA. 

Mr. Aderholt. We are going to need to move on. Mr. Yoder. 

Mr. Yoder. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Inspector Fong, thank you for your testimony this morning. I ap- 
preciate having you before the committee. Certainly a lot of issues 
have been covered. There are probably many, many more we won’t 
have time for this morning, as the USDA’s a vast agency with a 
lot of responsibilities. I think a lot of our conversation this morning 
has been how we try to provide the services the USDA is supposed 
to provide for the most amount of people and the most effective and 
cost efficient way, which is, I think, what everybody, both parties 
and everyone in this town, I think, hopes occurs. 

WIC 

I would like to discuss maybe one that hasn’t been brought up 
this morning, and this is the WIC program. And I don’t know if you 
are familiar with the Government Accountability Office report last 
year about the WIC program in February of 2013, which was enti- 
tled “Improved Oversight of Income Eligibility Determination 
Needed”, and it highlighted some disturbing trends that have oc- 
curred in the WIC program related to how States are implementing 
it in an inconsistent manner, and it talks about, in part, how over 
60 percent of States use only income within the last 30 days, when 
the standard for WIC eligibility is annual household income. They 
only count a portion of the income of a household instead of the 
household — income of every member of a household. 

Some States have increased their eligibility threshold beyond the 
185 percent of the Federal poverty level and their adjunctive eligi- 
bility options that as States increase the threshold for other pro- 
grams, then they become adjunctively eligible for the WIC pro- 
gram. 

The GAO study found that the FNS has never examined the re- 
ports for State and local WIC agencies’ compliance with Federal 
regulations despite over one-third of the States having problems in 
this area, and that the last time the FNS provided guidance to 
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States on the income eligibility determinations was 1999. This has 
led to a point where now over half of the infants in the country, 
born in this country start out on a Federal program. They start out 
on the WIC program. And so we want to ensure the dollars we 
spend go to the families that are most needy, and that the idea 
that the majority of the country would be on these programs from 
birth because of ineffective implementation from States is very con- 
cerning to, I think, all of us on the committee. 

And I guess, are you familiar with this report, and what sort of 
inspection have you looked into as to how the FNS could resolve 
these concerns that were, I think, disturbingly brought up in the 
GAO report? 

Mr. Harden. I guess just as a way to start, being as GAO was 
already looking at that, we did not do work on income eligibility 
just so that we weren’t duplicating efforts, but yes, we were aware 
of what they were doing. 

Some of the work that we reported on last year that would be 
a little different but is also part of the problem is how States over- 
see the vendors and their vendor management, because they have 
a new rule on that, and we noted some similar type problems 
where they weren’t doing the monitoring that they should have 
been doing. 

And currently we have work in process to look at how States — 
the cost of the food baskets for the different participants, to see 
how some States make those dollars go further than others and if 
there are ways that we could have more consistencies in that from 
State to State. 

Mr. Yoder. So are you aware of FNS efforts to correct these 
problems that were cited in the GAO report? 

Mr. Harden. I would have to go back and look and see what they 
said they were going to do. And I don’t have specific work right 
now to see if they are doing those, if that is what you are asking. 

Mr. Yoder. Right. So as far as you know, these — the States’ im- 
plementation that is inconsistent in allowing these things to occur, 
it is continuing to this very day? 

Mr. Harden. We are seeing some of that in our work, that there 
are inconsistencies from State to State. 

Mr. Yoder. Well, I would actually look into that. There are 
many, many areas where this occurs where we have States that 
don’t follow the guidelines, and it is not fair, and I think the folks 
in States that do follow the guidelines and if the policies are imple- 
mented in an inconsistent way, it doesn’t get to the people that 
need it the most as these programs get stretched and expanded be- 
yond our capacity to — to support them. 

Just maybe one general question on USDA and their size and op- 
eration. I mean, one of our hopes on this committee is that we can, 
you know, run a leaner operation in Washington, D.C., therefore al- 
lowing the dollars that we do spend here that are scarce, to be able 
to spend them to actually help folks who need them the most. 

What measures have you suggested or have you seen USDA can 
use to provide greater services to farmers and folks that they are 
charged with overseeing and regulating and providing services to 
in a more cost-effective manner using technology, or in a way that 
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might create savings over the long-term? How can we run the 
USD A in a more cost-effective manner? 

OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCY 

Mr. Harden. I have to go back and pull some specific rec- 
ommendations, but we have noted across the Department and in 
terms of talking to the program officials, the agency has, in terms 
of now that you are in a leaner operating environment, to really 
look at their operations from a risk-based approach to make sure 
that they are prioritizing their work and monitoring where they 
really need to be spending that. 

[The information follows:] 
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As part of our mission to promote economy, efficiency, and 
effectiveness, we have included steps in our reviews to identify cost 
savings and efficiencies in USDA farm programs, to include providing 
services to American farmers. 

During our review of RMA' s controls over prevented planting, we found 
that RMA inadvertently provided incentives to actively encourage 
prevented planting claims. (Approximately $4.6 billion prevented 
planting claims were paid from FYs 2008 through 2011.) We also found 
that loss adjusters did not fully document and support eligibility for 
over $43 million in prevented planting payments. Approved insurance 
providers (AIPs) are not being held accountable for making and 
supporting the required determinations because RMA has not issued 
adequate guidance for determining whether acres are available for 
planting. We recommended that RMA obtain updated pre -planting cost 
information and use it to reevaluate the current coverage levels 
provided for prevented planting; make any necessary changes to reduce 
program costs, where possible; and bring the coverage levels 
consistently in line with preplanting costs for each crop. We also 
recommended that RMA improve its criteria for determining if acres are 
available for planting, and emphasize that the determination must be 
supported and verified. (RMA Controls Over Prevented Planting, 05601- 
0001-31, issued September 2013.) 

We recently initiated a review of the Beginning Farmers and Ranchers 
initiative in the Department. The objectives of our review include 
determining whether the classification is being applied properly, the 
benefits of that classif ication are going to eligible participants, and 
outreach efforts for beginning farmers and ranchers are effective and 
adequate . 

In addition to USDA farm programs, we have identified potential cost 
savings and ways to increase efficiencies and cost effectiveness in 
other USDA programs, including nutrition assistance and food safety 
programs that benefit the American public. Below are examples of some 
of our recent audit work in these other USDA programs . 


Our audit of Forest Service (FS) Recovery Act grants for wildland fire 
management activities found that FS lacked the necessary controls to 
ensure that the grant funds were both properly accounted for and used 
for their intended purpose— not just for Recovery Act grants, but for 
the entire grant program. We also found that FS did not enhance its 
existing controls, despite the Recovery Act's requirements for greater 
transparency and accountability. As a result, the grant recipients we 
reviewed charged a total of $92 million in unallowable and questionable 
costs to both Recovery Act and non-Recovery Act grants. Of this total, 
$63 million came from grant recipients without adequate financial 
controls and processes, while $29 million stemmed from FS and other 
entities' lack of adherence to the Recovery Act's objectives. We also 
found that FS staff did not take necessary steps to ensure that it met 
the Recovery Act's overall objective of maximizing job creation and 
retention in the most cost effective manner possible. We issued a 
number of recommendations to further strengthen FS' controls over 
future grants and address unallowable or questionable costs. ( American 

Recovery and Reinvestment Act ~ Forest Service Hazardous Fuels 
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Reduction and Ecosystem Restoration Projects on Non- Federal Lands, 

Audit 08703 - 00 05-SF, issued March 2013.) 

In April 2012, the Secretary of Agriculture requested that we evaluate 
the procedures used by the Office of Advocacy and Outreach (OAO) to 
select the FY 2012 proposed recipients of grants funded through the 
Outreach and Assistance for Socially Disadvantaged Farmers and Ranchers 
Program {Section 2501 Program) . Our review found that OAO initially 
selected applicants to receive a total of $20 million in grants, even 
though these applicants may not have been the most meritorious and 
deserving candidates. OAO officials disregarded regulatory 
requirements and guidelines cited in the Funding Opportunity 
Announcement in making those selections. Also, they had no 
documentation to support their decisions and could not explain why some 
applicants that appeared more deserving were not selected to receive 
grant funds. Based on our Fast Report, OAO reselected applicants for 
the Secretary's consideration in July 2012. We evaluated the process 
used to reselect applicants and concluded that it was more impartial 
and transparent than the process used to select the initial applicants. 
{ Office of Advocacy and Outreach— Controls Over the Grant Management 
Process of the Office of Advocacy and Outreach, 91099-0001-21, issued 
February 2013.) 

Our audit of Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) retailers 
found that the Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) does not have clear 
procedures and guidance to carry out key oversight and enforcement 
activities to address SNAP retailer fraud, or adequate authority to 
prevent multiple instances of fraud— either by a particular owner or 
within a particular location. In addition, FNS regional offices put 
their limited resources towards other activities, such as retailer 
authorization, rather than assessing and enforcing retailer penalties. 
As a result, the integrity of SNAP is at risk because FNS does not 
consistently provide deterrents for trafficking. From a sample of 
316 locations, we found that FNS did not properly determine potentially 
$6.7 million in penalties, and authorized 51 ineligible store owners, 
who redeemed over $5.3 million in benefits since 2006. In addition, we 
identified 586 owners allowed to continue participating in SNAP at 
other locations after being permanently disqualified, and 90 retail 
locations that had two or more firms permanently disqualified. We 
issued a number of recommendations, including recommending that FNS 
develop policy and regulations, proposing the Secretary seek 
legislative changes, and recommending that FNS further review the 
owners identified in our audit. (FNS: Controls for Authorizing 
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program Retailers , 27601-0001-31, 
issued July 2013.) 

Our review of vendor management in the Food and Nutrition Service's 
Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and Children 
(WIC) found that FNS' management evaluations (MEs) did not identify and 
correct significant issues in the vendor management processes at two 
State agencies operating WIC. We found that the Michigan State Agency, 
which uses an electronic benefits transfer system, properly monitored 
vendors. However, we found that the Illinois and Florida State 
Agencies, which still use paper food instruments, lacked sufficient 
controls to track vendor violations, and to ensure timely and 
appropriate sanctions. As a result, vendors were not disqualified, as 
required, and could redeem an estimated $6.6 million in WIC benefits 
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during their required periods of disqualification. Additionally, FNS 
did not ensure that all retail vendors disqualified from SNAP were also 
disqualified from WIC. We estimate that these vendors could redeem 
approximately $51,000 in WIC food instruments that they are not 
authorized to redeem. We issued a number of recommendations to 
strengthen the ME process and disqualify the identified vendors. 

( Vendor Management in the Food and Nutrition Service's Special 
Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and Children (WIC) , 
27601-0038- Ch , issued March 2013.) 

OIG reviewed how FSIS and AMS manage their workf orces— employees 
responsible for inspecting and grading food products— at a time when 
restricted budgets may impair the agencies' ability to carry out their 
missions. We found that FSIS and AMS generally managed their 
workforces effectively, but improvements were needed. OIG found that 
FSIS inspectors often worked far more hours than their AMS colleagues, 
a situation that could impair food safety. Both agencies could improve 
how they monitor or bill industry for their services. FSIS could not 
adequately reconcile reimbursable overtime charges to industry with the 
overtime recorded by field staff in its timekeeping system, which could 
potentially have resulted in up to an estimated $10.6 million in under- 
billed overtime and up to an estimated $4.7 million in overcharges to 
industry. We recommended that both AMS and FSIS improve how they 
manage overtime and billing of industry, plan for workplace succession, 
and cross-utilize their human capital resources. {FSIS' and AMS' Field- 
Level Workforce Challenges, 50601-0002-31, issued July 31, 2013.) 



41 


Mr. Harden. The analogy I use with them is, in the past, if you 
had a priority to look at 10 things, and you can’t look at all 10 
things anymore, you can only look at five, tell me what those five 
are and how you got to those decisions so we can either agree or 
disagree as to how you got there. 

And there is a variety of work that we have done, and I have to 
go back and pull specifics where we talked to them about their use 
of computer information systems in rural development as well as 
some of the farm programs to better use that information or have 
the information to do it on a leaner staff. 

Mr. Yoder. And the reason I really go to this point — I think this 
was brought up by one of my colleagues as well, is that you have, 
you know, we have fewer farmers today than we had years ago, 
and is the USDA, are their operations consistent with the dollars 
per farmer ratio? How are we responding to the changing agricul- 
tural world? 

Ms. Fong. I think one of the things that we have been seeing in 
our reviews across the board is, as you mentioned, it is important 
that the States implement effectively and consistently all the pro- 
grams that they have. It is also important that USDA program 
managers and agency officials communicate effectively with their 
State and regional structures, the Federal structures. As the pro- 
grams decentralize and more staff is put into the field and the re- 
sponsibilities devolve into the field, it is critical that the field em- 
ployees really understand the programs, the requirements of the 
programs as they administer them, with respect to individual farm- 
ers, conservationists and ranchers. 

We are seeing that with the departure of institutional knowledge 
and less staff and perhaps less training, there needs to be in- 
creased focus on that, on the part of the USDA officials at the man- 
agement level. 

Mr. Yoder. All right. Thank you for your response. Thank you, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Aderholt. Inspector General, when I started out the ques- 
tioning, we talked about the challenges and the Department knew 
enough to address some of the issues and successes that we see. 

Let me pose one question to you just summing that up. 

DEPARTMENTAL PRIORITIES 

If you were the Secretary, what would you focus your efforts on 
in that regard as far as trying to make sure that the issues that 
are before you that you see that need to be dealt with from your 
chair as Inspector General and you were advising the Secretary, or 
if you were to change positions to be the Secretary, what would be 
the effort that you would focus on? 

Ms. Fong. I think it all goes back to the very basic issue of lead- 
ing and managing the Department with a diverse portfolio. You 
have to set a very strong tone, which I believe the Secretary does, 
that management is important. It is important in delivering our 
programs that we deliver them effectively to the right people and 
that we avoid situations where fraud or improper payments could 
occur. And that message needs to then permeate the organization. 
It is a huge organization. I think each agency has its challenges in 
terms of workforce and resources and training and priorities, but 
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I do believe that this Secretary and Deputy Secretary have set that 
tone and are willing to be very supportive of the message that we 
bring forward as the Inspector General’s office. When we find situa- 
tions that require attention, we find that the Department does re- 
spond very positively to that. 

Mr. Aderholt. The USDA is making improvements but still has 
problems with accurate reporting of improper payments as we have 
discussed. In your testimony, you note that USDA has taken more 
effective measures, or if they had taken more effective measures to 
avoid noncompliance, it could avoid $74 million in improper pay- 
ments. What could USDA have done to save that $74 million? 

IMPROPER PAYMENTS 

Ms. Fong. I think that goes back to our audit report that we 
were discussing a few minutes earlier about whether USDA was in 
compliance with the Improper Payments Act; and the $74 million 
is our estimate of what USDA could have avoided if it had taken 
steps to comply with every portion of that Act. 

Mr. Harden. More specifically, if they had met the targets for re- 
ducing improper payments that they set for themselves, or for the 
six programs that that was associated with, they would have avoid- 
ed $74 million in improper payments; so it is them meeting their 
targets. 

Ms. Fong. You all probably are aware that the provisions in the 
Improper Payments Act now require USDA to work with OMB to 
actively address the situations this year because it has been 2 
years in a row that the Department has not met those targets. 
What happens next year is if the Department continues to miss its 
targets, the Department is then required to work with Congress to 
determine ways to address these issues, so there is an escalating 
set of requirements in the Act. 

SNAP FRAUD 

Mr. Aderholt. Your report on SNAP retailers raise concerns 
about the Food and Nutrition Services ability to effectively carry 
out oversight and enforcement activities related to fraud, and we 
have talked quite a bit this morning about the SNAP issues; but 
the subcommittee has repeatedly directed USDA to permanently 
disbar retailers that are found guilty of fraud, yet the report found 
that some retailers were still participating in the SNAP program 
after being permanently disqualified. What more does the Food and 
Nutrition Services need to do to ensure fraudulent retailers are 
permanently removed from SNAP? 

Mr. Harden. That is where we made recommendations where we 
felt that legislative changes were needed, and we are currently 
working with FNS to get agreement on those. Their most current 
statements to us is that there were changes in the farm bill that 
may address some of the issues that we had. We are waiting for 
them to show us those things to see if whatever the provisions 
were would address the problem. If not, we will continue to work 
with the Department to make that a proposal, because that is 
something we feel that should be done. 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you. Mr. Farr. 
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Mr. Farr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to invite you out 
to my district. It is a different perspective on agriculture than I 
think your State. I represent one county, Monterey County, that 
the gross sales of — there is over 100 crops grown in the county, and 
the gross sales exceed that of 25 States in the United States of 
their total agricultural sales. And it doesn’t have any subsidies at 
all. No water subsidies, no power subsidies, no conservation sub- 
sidies, no price support. We don’t grow the commodity programs, 
but we do rely on, you know, people eating nutritious food because 
that is what we grow, the salad mix of the world. 

And we have a lot of poor people harvesting those crops, and 
they do rely on the WIC program and the SNAP program, and I 
think it is right that we look at particularly the retailers that are 
defrauding. Individuals, I think that amount of money to try to col- 
lect from a poor person because they bought the wrong thing is, we 
ought to put the emphasis on, as you have stated, on the retailers. 

FOREIGN AGRICULTURE SERVICE 

I want to shift, because I think one of the biggest frauds that has 
happened to the United States has been our expenditures on the 
war efforts in Iraq and Afghanistan. All we hear every day is the 
amount of contracts that have been let that don’t — and you talk in 
your paper about, and I think Mr. Bishop brought it up, about ca- 
pacity building. And as a returned Peace Corps volunteer, I am 
very interested in countries’ capacity building. 

We just got back from Colombia, which we did a very successful 
thing with capacity building there. The unfortunate thing is that 
almost every single contract let was to an American company, so 
we really weren’t building capacity within Colombia or Afghanistan 
or Iraq. We were building capacity of American contractors. 

Your report points out that the Department of International De- 
velopment transferred $86.3 million to USDA to work on capacity 
building, I guess agricultural capacity building in Afghanistan; and 
your review found that senior managers of FAS were aware of the 
general control weakness before receiving the funding. Neverthe- 
less, the FAS had not implemented performance-monitoring plans 
for all the projects until over 2 years after the first project began. 
You go on to say, without adequate management controls in place, 
FAS cannot effectively monitor these projects and faces difficulty in 
providing adequate insurance that the funds are effectively accom- 
plishing the program goals, the program goals being capacity build- 
ing. 

FAS has agreed to all the recommendations. So what happened? 
Did anything happen? You just agreed to the fact that you indi- 
cated that these things weren’t in place and that there was money 
misspent? 

I don’t think Congress is asking enough questions about how our 
money is being spent, and I think capacity building is very impor- 
tant, but we ended up trying to dictate what capacities they ought 
to build, spend our money on it, and they don’t use it, like that big, 
huge warehouse that we built in Afghanistan, millions of dollars, 
that the Afghans didn’t want. We found out in Iraq we built all 
kinds of generators for people but never taught them how to run 
the generators or change the oil and all that is melted down. I 
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mean, there is tons and tons, millions and probably billions of dol- 
lars misspent. 

As your Council of the Inspector Generals on Integrity and Effi- 
ciency, have you collectively looked at our capacity building, so- 
called capacity building expenditures, in our war effort? Because 
you are looking agency by agency, and I wonder what the sum total 
of that 

Ms. Fong. Actually, USDA has a very small piece of capacity 
building in effect in Afghanistan. Most of the money that is going 
there my understanding is it is coming through State, Defense, and 
AID, and the Inspectors General at those agencies are working to- 
gether very closely. They are on the ground in Afghanistan. The 
Special Inspector General for Afghanistan Reconstruction has 
issued a number of very hard-hitting reports showing that the 
funds have not been going to where they should be going. 

My understanding is that at USDA, this is the one piece of the 
funding pot that we have. We don’t have any more because FAS 
recognizes that it needs to put into place a management system of 
controls before it accepts any more funds. So I think from a macro 
level, the IGs are in there. At USDA, it is a very small piece of our 
portfolio. 

Mr. Farr. In this case they knew before they even received the 
money they didn’t have adequate implementation in place? 

Mr. Harden. Yes, and part of the reason why we couldn’t get any 
further into that issue is there was lots of finger pointing when we 
started asking the questions, and the people that accepted the 
money and were running the programs when it started are no 
longer there. 

Mr. Farr. I know my time is expired, but I just want to have 
you think about this. Capacity building is our future. If we are 
going to get out of anything, we have got to leave the host company 
with its capacity to function. And it seems to me we do not review. 
We just sort of throw money. It is a war. We got to fight the war, 
and we waste so damned much money that we shouldn’t be wast- 
ing. We ought to be smarter about capacity building, and we ought 
to have your inputs on how to do that. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Fortenberry. 

Mr. Fortenberry. Give me your highest recommendations, your 
best recommendations, for legal changes that would save money 
and improve outcomes. 

legislative recommendations 

Ms. Fong. Well, I think we talked a little bit a few minutes ago 
about our recommendations in the retailers, the SNAP retailer re- 
port. Other recommendations are to look at implementation of how 
programs are being run. I am thinking in terms primarily of the 
crop insurance program to make sure that the improper payments 
rates are being hit there and that the program is being imple- 
mented and overseen as effectively as it can be as well as the con- 
servation programs. There have been a number of new programs 
enacted that we want to take a look at. We recognize that there 
are a number of management challenges there that need to be ad- 
dressed. 
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Mr. Fortenberry. I assume the mission of your office is twofold. 
One is to ensure effective implementation of the law as written by 
Congress, but then to turn and make suggestions about how if the 
general goal is such, certain programmatic changes empowered by 
legal considerations could be implemented to make, again, the out- 
come more effective. The more you can specify that, the more help- 
ful it is. This conversation has been very good and productive and 
helpful, but again, bringing it down into very narrow specifics that 
we can include in must-pass bills. Not a lot of things get passed 
on a regular basis; but when we have something that can improve 
outcomes and save money, it is helpful, I think, to all of us, speak- 
ing on behalf of my colleagues, with limited staff and limited re- 
sources to be able to pinpoint specific things in terms of an outcome 
here. 

Again, it is not meant to put you in a political position, but con- 
sistent with the mission that is already laid out in law, if certain 
changes would be made, this mission would be met better and/or 
savings could be achieved. 

Ms. Fong. In that spirit, I would draw the committee’s attention 
to the question of overlap and duplication in programs. I think all 
of you know that GAO has issued a number of reports on overlap 
and duplication across government entities. And some of the issues 
that they identify were potential overlap in nutrition programs as 
well as potential overlap in RD and business enterprise programs. 
And we have issued a report, I think in the last year, making some 
recommendations with respect to nutrition programs and how the 
Department and Congress could think about those issues. 

We are in the process of doing a report on potential overlap and 
duplication in the RD business enterprise programs which I think 
will be issued in the next several months, so I would draw your at- 
tention to some of those reports. 

Mr. Fortenberry. I am familiar with the GAO’s last work in 
this regard, and I think they are in the process of updating that 
now. One of the difficulties is we always want a number. Give us 
the number of what we can save. In those reports, the GAO is hesi- 
tant to give a number, preferring instead to talk in terms of broad 
ranges of a probability of tens of millions of dollars, where some 
people interpret this as into the billions or even hundreds of bil- 
lions of dollars. So that is one of the difficult problems here, again, 
to narrow it down and to try to get hard numbers, so that we can 
prioritize what makes sense and work it through a process here 
which is, again, quite difficult to get consensus with. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Aderholt. Ms. Pingree. 

Ms. Pingree. Thank you, Mr. Chair. Thank you for all your com- 
ments and answers here today. 

ACTIVELY ENGAGED RULES 

At the risk of duplicating, I just want to reinforce what Mr. For- 
tenberry talked about; Mr. Bishop talked about this, and I men- 
tioned it in the beginning; but I do think there is particular inter- 
est in some of the things that you talked about, the actively-en- 
gaged rules. Mr. Bishop said, you know, the idea of people who re- 
ceive direct payments and other subsidies that have nothing to do 
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with or aren’t really participants in farming. I know there is al- 
ways a lot of political interest around SNAP and SNAP recipients 
and retailers and all the fraud and potential fraud in that program 
and how much it can add up because of the big dollars in the pro- 
gram; but as you mentioned earlier, sometimes in the subsidy pro- 
grams when you discover that there has been a lot of people in- 
volved, $33 million, $40 million, nothing gets under people’s skin 
like this idea that there are crop subsidies going out there that 
don’t go to farmers they go to, you know, mainly ZIP Codes in big 
east coast cities. I mean, there is just a lot of interest in this, and 
I know you have done some work; but I just want to reinforce that 
this is an area, I think, of continuing concern. It came up a lot in 
the farm bill, and with all the changes in the farm bill I know it 
will take you a while to sort out how this could be looked at; but 
I just think it is a really critical area to be examined. The dollars 
are high. 

You mentioned that there is always a lot of exotic legal arrange- 
ments, legal maneuvers. I would say the second thing that really 
gets under people’s skin is when they realize that a lot of lawyers 
figure out a lot of fancy maneuvers and then somehow the money 
doesn’t go to the right people. 

Mr. Farr mentioned an issue that is a big issue in my district. 
I don’t have a lot of subsidized crops. I don’t have corn, wheat, all 
the big ones; but we have a lot of vegetable growers, a lot of people 
who are trying to expand their very small farms. And the first 
thing they will always say to me is how come the money always 
goes to all those other guys and there is so little available to us? 

It is a huge resource issue for USDA. Every time we manage to 
enhance a little bit in some of those areas, people always look at 
it and say, well, what about the billion, 70 times as much money 
goes into the commodity crops as into “specialty crops,” which is 
really the vegetables and things that people want to buy locally. 
They want to buy direct. There is huge consumer interest in this. 

I just can’t say it enough. I thought that one of my issues that 
I was so pleased that Mr. Fortenberry brought up but I was going 
to say the same thing is sometimes the only way you can skirt a 
legal maneuver is by understanding what legal changes Congress 
can make that at least it will take the lawyers 3 years to figure 
out how to change it again. 

So I think that is extremely beneficial, particularly in this area, 
where it is not just the simple thing of, you know, SNAP fraud, 
somebody gives their card to somebody else. You know, it is not 
that easy. It is very complicated. I understand that, but sometimes 
that means we need real suggestions and ideas of how to get at the 
root of this and how to make those changes, because I think this 
is a big issue in how resources are divided around supporting farm- 
ers in this country and very lopsided. And as you said, when the 
fraud is discovered, it is usually big. It involves a lot of people, and 
it is often not going to the people who are literally are putting the 
hard work in a farm every day. 

So I do hope as you are looking into the next year and how your 
resources will be spent, that you really hear that that is bipartisan 
across the board, across the country, people are concerned with 
that issue. 
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The only other thing I wanted to bring up, and I think you have 
answered a lot of questions about are there adequate resources; it 
seems as though given the number of things we want to know 
about and the challenges that are out there, there are never ade- 
quate resources, particularly in cost-cutting time, but it would be 
helpful just to hear a little bit more about that. 

wic 

Oh, and the only other specific question I was going to ask you 
previously, you mentioned something that you were looking into in 
the future about WIC food costs. I didn’t know exactly what you 
were referring to. So to the little time I have, and I know you are 
going to say you need more resources; so maybe you should answer 
the food cost thing first. 

Mr. Harden. On the WIC food costs, we have got an audit cur- 
rently underway where we are looking at how States manage those 
costs and with the food packages. We have seen some States have 
high food costs, others have lower food costs and see if there is any 
efficiencies or consistencies that can go from one State to another. 
That is something we are working on now and expect to have out 
in the next several months. 

Ms. PlNGREE. Thanks. I am good. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Bishop. 

PIGFORD II 

Mr. Bishop. Thank you very much. The OIG recently released its 
Pigford II audit, which was required by Congress as a part of 
agreeing to fund the settlement of the case against the Depart- 
ment. I was pleased to learn that in your opinion, the final adju- 
dication process of Pigford claims and related administrative issues 
went relatively smooth outside of a handful of claims, I think about 
20, which may not have been handled properly. 

In your audit report you said that in connection with our audit, 
nothing came to our attention to indicate that the administrative 
entities were not adequately implementing the claims process in 
accordance with the settlement agreement. So it would appear that 
USDA and the Department of Justice did a pretty good job in man- 
aging and placing the adequate controls on the final adjudication 
process. Would you say that that is correct? And of the 20 problems 
that you had, how many claims were successfully paid out appro- 
priately? 

Ms. Fong. Let me just offer a couple of comments on that audit. 
As you point out, we are required by law to do an audit, a statis- 
tical sampling audit, of finally adjudicated claims. Because this 
issue has been of great interest to a lot of people, we decided to 
do an audit prior to final payout of claims just to make sure that 
the process was running correctly; and so as you pointed out, we 
generally found that the process that was developed was a good 
process to handle the adjudication. We did find some problems that 
we pointed out to the neutral and arbitrator, and they, to their 
credit, took action on those during our audit and are dealing with 
that. 

They are now in the process of getting ready to pay the claims, 
at which point we are now starting our statutorily-required audit 
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of the claims that have actually been paid to make sure that the 
money is going to the right people who are eligible. So I just want- 
ed to tell you that we are doing a little bit more than required by 
law to ensure that this whole process runs effectively. 

Mr. Bishop. How many total claims were there, are you paying 
out? 

Mr. Harden. Say in the neighborhood of 40,000. I would have to 
go back and get the specifics. 

Mr. Bishop. Somewhere in the neighborhood of 40,000? 

Mr. Harden. I think so, but I would have to go back and 

[The information follows:] 

With respect to the In re Black Farmers Discrimination Litigation , the Claims Ad- 
ministrator received approximately 40,000 claims during the entire claims process. 
According to the final accounting document, dated August 2013, 18,409 Track A 
claims were approved for awards, totaling over $1.1 billion. There were no Track 
B claims approved. 

Ms. Fong. That are going through the process. 

Mr. Bishop. And you picked up some possible problems with 20 
of those? 

Ms. Fong. Well, we took a sample of 100 claims to look at, and 
of those 100 claims we found 35 of them had some questions. So 
that was a random sample. At this stage of the game we are now 
involved in auditing claims that have actually been paid, and we 
will see how that turns out. 

BUDGET IMPACTS 

Mr. Bishop. With regard to the staff reductions that you have ex- 
perienced, you have gone through several staff reductions, includ- 
ing volunteer buyouts and early retirements. Given the impact of 
sequestration and the related administrative reductions in the De- 
partment spending, your staff has been hit pretty hard. What has 
been the impact on your ability to carry out your responsibilities, 
to identify and undertake new audits and investigations with 
which you are tasked; and are there audits which you would like 
to have undertaken but you were unable to undertake as a result 
of a lack of funding or a lack of staff? 

Ms. Fong. Well, as you know, we were not exempt from any of 
the reductions and sequestrations, and as a result of that, we have 
taken significant reductions to our resources, especially on our 
staff. We are at the lowest level of staffing that we have ever had. 
And because of that, we have had to really narrowly define our pri- 
orities and we have only been able to focus on the highest priority 
work. 

We are very grateful for the increase that you all are giving us 
in 2014. In fiscal year 2013, we had to basically eliminate training. 
There was a period of time where we could not do any job-related 
travel on our investigation side, which, as you can imagine, was 
very challenging because allegations of fraud come in from around 
the country; and if our investigators can’t travel there, they can’t 
really look into that. 

On the audit side, we have lost very experienced staff. We are 
unable to backfill there. And so we weren’t able to undertake all 
of the audits that we would normally want to undertake. As you 
know, the IG function is a level of resource function. To the extent 



49 


that we have resources, we can do more work, and we can bring 
back our return on investment, which is roughly $12 for every dol- 
lar invested, so we believe that we are a good investment for the 
taxpayer. 

Mr. Bishop. But you haven’t been able to do all that you were 
obligated to do with the directives that you received from Congress 
and under the law because of limited resources? 

Mr. Harden. I would say on the audit side, the way we continue 
to prioritize our work, those mandatory items, if we have direction 
from Congress on like the financial statements or IT security or im- 
proper payments, those go at the top of the list. Those are the first 
ones that are going to be part of the plan. Then we go into what 
I view as our discretionary time; and that is where we really look 
at the risks associated with different programs of the Department. 
Are they a new program? Have we seen problems before? And we 
continuously have to prioritize that each year. As staff has gone 
down, then there is less to this plan; but we, you know, try to keep 
that on the forefront as we go. 

Mr. Bishop. Thank you. 

Mr. Aderholt. Let me follow-up with a little bit of what Mr. 
Bishop was talking about as far as the resources. In your testimony 
in the most recent semiannual report to Congress, which was re- 
leased last December, you write that since fiscal year 2012, the Of- 
fice of Inspector General’s appropriations have fallen to the lowest 
level since 2008, and the staffing is at the lowest level the agency 
has established. Of course, Congress was able to provide full fund- 
ing for your office for fiscal year 2014. Will this allow you to ad- 
dress the staffing needs? 

Ms. Fong. We are, right now, backfilling or filling critical vacan- 
cies that became vacant, and that is very important to us. We are 
also anticipating that we will be able to do some hiring of entry 
level auditors and investigators which is critical to our future suc- 
cess. We have not been able to hire new staff for several years be- 
cause of hiring freezes and, you know, the potential for furlough, 
which fortunately we didn’t have to do. So we are looking this year 
to bring back and fill some critical vacancies. We don’t have a pre- 
cise number yet, but we can keep your staff apprised of that. 

Mr. Aderholt. How will the full funding affect the priorities 
that you set for your audits and investigations for the remainder 
of the fiscal year? 

Mr. Harden. I guess the way I would answer that is we are im- 
plementing our plan as we put it out last October. But next week, 
I meet with all of my audit directors from around the country to 
talk about are there any mid-course corrections that we need to 
make? Is there anything that we thought was a priority that really 
wasn’t the priority that it needed to be; is there something that 
needs to take its place? That is something we do at least twice a 
year to see if there is any specific changes. And then we make 
changes to the plan as different things come in and are brought to 
our attention like if there is a congressional request or something 
from the Secretary’s office. 



50 


IT SECURITY 

Mr. Aderholt. Inspector Fong, you talked a little bit about IT 
security. In fiscal year 2010, 2011 and 2012, USDA had the worst 
cyber security score of all the large departments. As you know, 
USDA’s score comes from your office or the office of the chief infor- 
mation officer. The score board for fiscal year 2013 has not yet 
been released. Do you see improvements? 

Ms. Fong. We would characterize the Department’s progress on 
this as slow but moving in the right direction. We have, as you all 
know, issued a number of very significant audits on various aspects 
of the IT security program at USDA. The bottom line here is that 
the CIO recognizes that this is a major weakness that needs to be 
addressed. And what we are recommending to the CIO is that they 
identify and focus on a priority grouping of issues to deal with and 
accomplish that and then go ahead and move on with identifying 
a second group and a third group and a fourth group, so that at 
least they can show measurable progress. What we have seen is 
that in the last year, the CIO has issued some significant policy di- 
rectives in three areas in the Department to give guidance to the 
agencies. We think that is a very good first step. They need to keep 
continuing to take concrete steps and ensuring that the agencies 
then implement within their own jurisdictions, and that, I think, 
is one of the big challenges for the CIO. 

Mr. Aderholt. Does Congress need to consider legislative 
changes to help USDA address the problem? 

Ms. Fong. I should give some thought to that. My initial re- 
sponse is that there is quite a bit of guidance in law and regula- 
tion. NIST puts out all kinds of directives on how these programs 
need to be addressed. I don’t think there is a lack of guidance and 
requirements. So I am not sure what additional legislative action 
would be appropriate. Perhaps continuous reporting might be use- 
ful. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Farr. 

Mr. Farr. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I know as we 
have this discussion, it strikes me that the IGs are sort of the fiscal 
grand jury of the Federal Government. You do these reviews like 
our civil grand juries do back in California, and they come up with 
recommendations for how a local government can improve itself. I 
just wondered if, as chair of the Council of Inspector Generals on 
Integrity and Efficiency, CIGIE; is that what you call it? 

Ms. Fong. CIGIE. 

Mr. Farr. How do you pronounce it? 

Ms. Fong. CIGIE. 

Mr. Farr. CIGIE. As chair of CIGIE, is there a report that 
CIGIE puts out every year sort of prioritizing what are the common 
needs of across-the-board, all 73 agencies that have IGs? 

Ms. Fong. Actually we do. We put out an annual report to Con- 
gress and the President. And I would be happy to provide your 
staff with a copy of that. 

Mr. Farr. Yeah, I think it would be very interesting. I think Mr. 
Fortenberry and Ms. Pingree, and what all of us up here have said 
is that we are looking for fixing things that are broken. I would 
hope that maybe even the Council could talk about it. Do the re- 
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ports the way you are doing, but it would also be very helpful to 
us if you get a list of, this is the first hearing we have, so all of 
the Department of Agriculture is going to come in here after you, 
and it would really be good to set us up with, you know, things 
that, you know, need fixing, that we could address our approach to, 
address our questions to. 

So I think that the presentation for all IGs would be improved 
if we could get those kinds of questions that everybody here has 
been asking you; and I just take it back to the Council and see if 
that could be part of the presentations that you all make. I think 
it would put us and your IGs in general in a much better, more 
useful, I guess, more useful to us as lawmakers rather than just — 
certainly the audits are important and all of that, but the informa- 
tion from those audits is try to improve our law making. That is 
what we do, and our allocation of limited resources. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Bishop. 

Mr. Bishop. Nothing. 

Mr. Aderholt. Okay. Well, thank you for your testimony here 
this morning, and we look forward to working with you as we go 
through the appropriations for fiscal year 2015; and, again, we ap- 
preciate your information and look forward to following up on some 
of the things you will be presenting to the subcommittee on the fol- 
low-up questions, so with this, the hearing is adjourned. 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
INSPECTOR GENERAL 
QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 

HOUSE AGRICULTURE APPROPRIATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE HEARING 
MARCH 5, 2014 

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY CHAIRMAN ROBERT ADERHOLT 
OIG PRIORITIES, CONCERNS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Mr. Aderholt: What are USDA's top management and programmatic 
challenges? 

Response: OIG has identified several top management and programmatic 
challenges facing the Department, which are reported each year to the 
Secretary in OIG's USDA Management Challenges report. This information is 
also reflected in USDA's annual Performance and Accountability Report. 1 OIG's 
August 2013 USDA Management Challenges Report identified the ten top 
management challenges facing USDA. Of those challenges listed, OIG continues 
to consider the following five to be the most significant: 

• Improving interagency communication, coordination, and program 
integration; 

• Strengthening efforts to identify, report, and reduce improper 
payments; 

• Improving controls for food safety inspection systems; 

• Implementing strong, integrated internal control systems; and 

• Implementing a secure information technology environment. 

Mr. Aderholt: What USDA programs, functions or agencies are of most 
concern to you? Why? 

Response: As an agency whose mission is to identify and. eliminate 
fraud, waste, and abuse, any USDA program with identified weaknesses and 
vulnerabilities is of significant concern to OIG. However, as referenced in 
OIG's past semiannual reports to Congress and annual reports of management 
challenges facing USDA, the programs and functions of most concern are those 
relating to food safety and security, information technology security, and 
improper payments in agency programs. Our work has also shown that these 
programs would benefit from the implementation of strong, integrated internal 
control systems. 

Below are some examples to address this and your previous question on USDA's 
top management and programmatic challenges. 

Food Safety : We view food safety inspection to be a continuing concern 
because food-borne pathogens and food contamination can put consumer health 
in jeopardy. Our audits have recommended that the Food Safety Inspection 
Service (FSIS) continue to improve its inspection processes, management of 


The most current version of these reports may be viewed on USDA' s Web site at 
http://www.ocfo.usda.gov/usdarpt/pdf/USDA FY2013 AFR.pdf (USDA Agency 
Financial Report, FY 2013, starting on page 165} and 

http: //www.usda, qov/oig/webdocs/MgmtChallenges2013.pdf {USDA Management 
Challenges, dated August 2013) . 
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human capital resources, and management controls to accurately assess risk 
and effectively prevent contamination. 

I nformation Technology (IT) Management and Security : IT management and 
security has been a longstanding concern for USDA. We recommended that the 
Office of the Chief Information Officer {OCIO} work in collaboration with 
USDA agencies to achieve an improved security posture. The degree to which 
USDA, as a whole, complies with FISMA and other security guidance is based on 
individual agency performance. If each agency is in compliance with the 
Department's policies, then USDA as a whole will be FISMA compliant and more 
secure. OCIO needs to develop internal control procedures and strengthen 
communication and coordination for project management. We also found that 
USDA' s security over critical IT systems did not meet required standards, 
leaving the systems vulnerable. It is critical that the Department manage 
and protect the security, confidentiality, and integrity of its IT 
infrastructure and the information residing in its IT systems. 

I mproper Payment Rates for School Lunch and School Breakfast : In FY 2013, 
the Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) estimated the improper payment rates for 
these two programs to be 15.69 percent for School Lunch and 25.26 percent for 
School Breakfast. We currently have work in process to evaluate the methods 
that FNS is using to lower the error rates in both of these programs. Our 
investigative work in the National School Lunch Program (NSLP) during FY 2013 
resulted in $271,233 in monetary results. Our investigations often find that, 
providers falsely inflate the number of meals provided in order to obtain 
more funding than they are eligible to receive. 


Supplemental Nutrition Assitance Program (SNAP) Fraud— Recipient and Retailer 
Amounts : The cost of SNAP has risen 141 percent since FY 2007. Benefits 

issued in FY 2013 were over $76 billion. FNS reports a 3.8 percent error 
rate in eligibility and benefit determinations. In response to audit work we 
completed in the past, FNS initiated a review to determine and document the 
feasibility of establishing a fraud rate for recipients (the agency had not 
done this before) and improve the basis for calculating the national 
trafficking rate by retailers. We also recommended that FNS should 
comprehensively strengthen its controls over SNAP retailers. 

We currently have work in process to evaluate the controls in place to ensure 
the SNAP Quality Control error rate is accurate. 

Last year our investigative work highlighted trafficking (trafficking is the 
exchange of benefits for cash or other means) . This continues to be an 
issue, given the size of SNAP, with respect to USDA's overall budget. SNAP 
fraud (trafficking) is an area where we currently dedicate slightly more than 
half of our investigative resources. In order to uncover and prevent fraud, 
and protect public funds and the integrity of the program, we believe that a 
concentrated effort is needed by the States in dealing with the recipients 
who engage in SNAP trafficking identified by our investigations. OIG is 
working with FNS on an initiative to address both the retailers and 
recipients that we identify through our investigations as engaging in SNAP 
trafficking. OIG's SNAP Initiative is currently in Phase 1 and has realized 
success to date in combining the resources, ingenuity, and prosecutorial 
efforts of local, State, and Federal law enforcement partners with the common 
goal of preventing and prosecuting SNAP fraud. This multi-step approach 
encourages guidance and identification of SNAP fraud offenders on both the 
retailer and client side of trafficking. A vital aspect of the Initiative is 
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prevention, achieved through community outreach and media efforts educating 
citizens and retail owners on the Federal regulations concerning SNAP 
benefits . 

Su spensi on and debarment (S&D) : S&D tools protect not only USDA from 
nonresponsible persons, but the Government as a whole, by prohibiting 
suspended and debarred persons from participating in most Federal programs 
and doing business with the Federal government. 

On a quarterly basis, OIG Investigations staff provides the Office of the 
Chief Financial Officer {OCFO) with a list of all indictments and convictions 
that occurred within that quarter. OCFO distributes the list to the various 
USDA agency S&D representatives. In a plan recently developed between OIG, 
OCFO, and the agency S&D representatives, if a USDA agency is interested in 
pursuing S&D after reviewing the OIG reports, it contacts the appropriate OIG 
region to obtain additional information. The following chart depicts the 
number of suspensions, debarments, and administrative sanctions resulting 
from our investigative work. 


Individual/Business Administrative Sanctions by Agency - FY 2013 


Debarments 

Suspended 

Benefits 

Services 

Withdrawn 

Licenses 

Revoked 

Letters 

of 

Warning 

Total 
Sanctions 
by Agency 

AMS 




i 

1 

2 

APHIS 

26 



1 


27 

FNS 

14 

248 

4 

168 

1 

435 

FSIS 




1 


1 

FSA 

13 

1 

1 


1 

16 

NRCS 

1 





1 

R.HS 

4 





4 

RMA 

15 





15 

Total 

73 

249 

5 

171 

3 

501 


Eligibility for Loan Programs : Our Recovery Act work provided a number of 
recommendations to strengthen procedures for ensuring loans (e.g., housing, 
business) are made to eligible recipients. Recent work on loss claims 
associated with single family housing guaranteed loans shows that agency 
personnel should review loans more closely before paying loss claims to 
ensure the recipient was actually eligible for the loan received. We 
randomly selected 102 loss claims paid between March 17, 2009, and February 
28, 2011. Given the results of our statistical sample of 102 loss claims, we 
project that the agency paid about $87 million in loss claims that were at 
risk of improper payments due to questionable loan eligibility, and paid 
about $254 million in loss claims for loans that were at risk of improper 
payments due to questionable lender servicing. We also project that, across 
the program. Rural Development (RD) overpaid $6.28 million related to 6,607 
claims submitted by lenders for loss reimbursement. 

Crop Insurance : We continue to report weaknesses in the integrity and cost 
effectiveness of crop insurance payments {e.g., prevented planting 
provisions) . Our recent audit work determined that Risk Management Agency 
(RMA) needs to improve the prevented planting provisions to be more cost 
effective; to encourage producers to plant a crop, where possible; and to 
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make eligibility criteria more objective and clear. By establishing coverage 
levels that provided over $480 million in potentially excessive payments, we 
believe that RMA inadvertently provided incentives to actively encourage 
prevented planting claims. Also, we found that loss adjusters did not fully 
document and support eligibility for over $43 million in prevented planting 
payments. Last year, our testimony highlighted large-scale crop insurance 
fraud in cases involving tobacco in North Carolina which led to seven other 
related investigations on tobacco producers. As of February 2014, the total 
results of all these investigations have led to 42 convictions, $56.5 million 
in restitution, and $2.1 million in forfeitures. 

Special. Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, a nd Children (WIC ) 

Program Integrity : In FY 2013, our investigative work involving WIC yielded 
11 indictments, 20 convictions, and approximately $2.4 million in monetary 
results. As of February 2014, 11 States have fully implemented and are 
utilizing EBT to redeem WIC benefits. OIG plans to work closely with FNS and 
those States to identify ways the use of EBT technology can assist in our 
investigations to ensure the integrity of the WIC Program. 

Based on our investigative work, we have initiated an audit to evaluate food 
costs for the WIC program. We initiated this review to determine why certain 
program cost disparities exist among States, including average food costs and 
costs per participant. 

Mr. Aderholt: During the hearing on March 5, 2014, Rep. Latham asked 
about information included in the OIG' s most recent Semi-Annual Report on the 
17 audits conducted by OIG during that period. Through these audits, OIG 
determined there were $424 million in questioned and unsupported costs. More 
than $12 million was recommended for recovery; $412 million was not 
recommended for recovery. For the record, please explain questioned and 
unsupported costs and the difference between costs recommended and not 
recommended for recovery. Also, please explain how OIG identifies US DA 
expenditures that can be put to better use. 

Response: You asked us to explain for the record questioned and 
unsupported costs and the difference between costs recommended/not 
recommended for recovery. : 

Questioned cost means a cost that is questioned by OIG because of (a) an 
alleged violation of a provision of law, regulation, contract, grant, 
cooperative agreement, or other agreement or document governing the 
expenditure of funds; (b) a finding that, at the time of the audit, such cost 
is not supported by adequate documentation (known as unsupported costs), or 
(c) a finding that the expenditure of funds for the intended purpose is 
unnecessary or unreasonable. Recoverable questioned costs include amounts 
that the auditee agency has expended and for which OIG recommends recovery 
and expects a claim to be established. 

Unsupported costs are also questioned costs; at the time of the audit, the 
expenditure of funds was not supported by adequate documentation or the 
auditee was unable to provide sufficient documentary evidence establishing 
allowability of the questioned cost. 


"5 U . S . C . app . 3, §5 ( f ) ( 1 ) ( 2 ) and { 4 } . 
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Questioned costs where recovery is not recommended include amounts that the 
audit ee agency has expended and for which a recommendation for recovery is 
not feasible and/or appropriate. This would include amounts questioned due 
to improper agency action, which in some cases may be unrecoverable. Auditee 
inhouse expenses (salaries, etc.) and statistical projections are further 
examples of costs which, when questioned, may not be recoverable. 

OIG also makes recommendations where identified funds could be put to better 
use - in other words, future funds could be used more efficiently if 
management implemented the recommendation . These include reductions in 
outlays; deobligation of funds from programs or operations; withdrawal of 
interest subsidy costs on loans or loan guarantees, insurance, or bonds; 
costs not incurred by implementing recommended improvements related to the 
operations of the establishment, a contractor, or grantee; avoidance of 
unnecessary expenditures noted in pre-award reviews of contract or grant 
agreements; and/or any other savings that are specifically identified during 
an audit review. Monetary amounts identified under funds that could be put 
to better use represent future savings from cost reductions, revenue 
increases, improved receivable collections, or more efficient fund usage. 

Mr. Aderho.lt: Animal rights organizations often go "under cover" to 
reveal animal abuse occurring at processing facilities. Do animal rights 
organizations ever alert OIG of suspected animal welfare violations? Is OIG 
ever involved in these "under cover" investigations? When violations are 
found, does OIG get involved in these cases? 

Response: OIG is sometimes notified directly by animal rights groups 

of suspected animal welfare violations. Additionally, OIG is notified when 
an animal rights group or other individual or entity contacts the FSIS and/or 
the US DA Office of the Secretary (OSEC) . Those agencies refer the 
allegations to OIG to determine if there is evidence that could lead to a 
criminal prosecution. OIG has not worked with animal rights groups that have 
conducted their own "under cover" investigations, which led to referrals to 
the Department. 

OIG has initiated investigations based on various referrals from animal 
rights groups when there appear to be criminal violations. A few recent 
examples involve the Hallmark investigation in California, which led to an 
OIG investigation resulting in a $155 million civil settlement; an 
investigation in Vermont, which led to convictions and sentencing in 2010; 
and more recently a New Jersey plant, which we are currently working with 
FSIS to assess. 

SNAP FRAUD DETECTION 

Mr. Aderholt: Please update the information provided in the fiscal 
year 2014 hearing record regarding the OIG's evaluation of the Food and 
Nutrition Service's ( FNS ) monitoring of the controls States have in place to 
mitigate fraud in SNAP. FNS performed reviews to evaluate how states managed 
SNAP, but OIG identified deficiencies in how the agency and states were 
collecting and analyzing information to detect fraud. 

Please provide any additional information about these audits and. your 
recommendations to combat fraud in SNAP. 

Response: Most of our audit recommendations have reached final agency 
action on these reports and the remaining final actions should be completed 
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in the near future. We recommended that FNS issue guidance telling States to 
use a comprehensive Social Security Administration (SSA) database to per form- 
death matches, perform checks to make sure the information in the eligibility 
database is accurate, check the electronic disqualified recipient reporting 
system (eORS) before providing benefits, identify and assess available 
electronic benefits transfer (EBT) management reports to determine which 
could be useful to State fraud detection efforts, assess fraud detection as 
part of the management evaluation process, and to develop tools to prevent 
duplicate accounts in the same State. FNS agreed with our recommendations. 


In addition, E’NS is performing studies to develop a tool to prevent 
participation in surrounding States and determine the feasibility o 
developing a recipient fraud rate. 


we also recently initiated an audit that would evaluate the ef fectiveness of 
tools used by different States to disqualify individuals from SNAP for 
committing fraud. However, during the entrance conference we learned that 
E"NS had recently hired a contractor to perform similar work in this area; 
therefore, we cancelled the audit and are monitoring the progress of this 
effort. The contractor plans to review efforts in 3-5 States and provide 
those States with a comprehensive fraud prevention plan which could be used 
by all States. 


Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a table that shows how much of OIG' s 
budget is spent on monitoring SNAP to reflect fiscal years 2009 through 2013 
and estimated for fiscal year 2014. 


Response: The following tables reflect the cost of direct audit and 
investigation staff time spent on SNAP oversight during fiscal years 2009 
through 2013. The estimate for fiscal year 2014 is a projection based on 
work being performed on SNAP. For fiscal years 2009-through the second 
quarter of 2013, these amounts include OIG oversight activities pursuant to 
the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. 


SNAP AUDI TS 

Fiscal Year 

Percent of Direct Audit 
Time Spent on SNAP Audits 

Cost 

(in 

millions) 

FY 2009 
(actual ) 

0.13% 

$0.05 

FY 2010 
(actual ) 

5.89% 

$2.5 

FY 2011 
(actual ) 

4.56% 

$1.9 

FY 2012 
(actual ) 

8.82% 

$3.7 

FY 2013 
(actual) 

9.01% 

$3.6 

FY 2014 
(estimated) 

5.68%- 

$2.4 


This percentage is an average of FYs 


2010 through 2013. 
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SNAP INVESTIGATIONS 

Fiscal Year 

Percent of Direct 
Investigations Time Spent 
on SNAP Investigations 

Cost 

(in 

millions) 

FY 2009 
(actual ) 

23.27% 

$10.2 

FY 2010 
(actual) 

36.26% 

$16.3 

FY 2011 
(actual) 

45.99% 

$20.7 

FY 2012 
(actual) 

52.35% 

$22. 8 

FY 2013 
(actual ) 

54 .52% 

$22.8 

FY 2014 
(estimated) 

58.00% 

$26 . 6 


Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a table showing the number of SNAP- 
related cases that were investigated, the number referred to the Department 
of Justice, and the number accepted by the Department of Justice, for fiscal 
years 2010 through 2013. 

Response: The information requested follows: 


US DA OIG SNAP Referrals F 2010 through 20.13 


Cases 

Issued 

Referred to 
DOJ 

Accepted by 
DOJ 

FY 2010 

81 

56 

16 

FY 2011 

184 

110 

73 

FY 2012 

201 

123 

88 

FY 2013 

195 

137 

109 

Total 

661 

426 

286* 


Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a table showing the number of SNAP- 
related cases that were successfully prosecuted for fiscal years 2010 through 
2013. 
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Response: The information requested follows: 

0,S. Department of Agriculture - Office of Inspector General SNAP 
Investigations Successfully Prosecuted FYs 2010 through 2013 



Number of SNAP 
Cases 

Resulting in 
Convictions 

FY 2010 

68 

FY 2011 

82 

FY 2012 

141 

FY 2013 

14 9 

Total 

440* 


*The period of time to obtain court action varies widely, therefore the 286 
cases accepted by DOJ, does not necessary correlate to the 440 total number 
of cases resulting in convictions. 

Mr. Aderho.lt: Please provide the Subcommittee with a description of 
your findings and recommendations in the review of state fraud detection, 
units, FNS's response and what action FNS currently is taking to address this 
issue . 

Response: OIG issued 12 audit reports recently that dealt with State 
fraud detection units. Eleven are comprised of 10 State level reports and 
one rollup report, while the 12th report involves Recovery Act SNAP dollars. 
We issued the 10 State reports between November 2011 and June 2012 for the 
States of Kansas, Florida, Louisiana, Alabama, Mississippi, Texas, Missouri, 
Massachusetts, New Jersey, and New York. We selected the 10 States based on 
high SNAP participation and dollars and the potential for interstate 
duplication of benefits. Our rollup report was issued in September 2012. 

We recommended that FNS issue guidance telling States to use a comprehensive 
SSA database to perform death matches, perform checks to make sure the 
information in the eligibility database is accurate, check the eDRS before 
providing benefits, identify and assess available EBT management reports to 
determine which could be useful to State fraud detection efforts, assess 
fraud detection as part of the management evaluation process, and develop 
tools to prevent duplicate accounts in the same State. FNS agreed with these 
recommendations. In addition, FNS is performing studies to develop a tool to 
prevent participation in surrounding States and determine the feasibility of 
providing a recipient fraud rate. Finally, FNS hired a contractor to define 
a set of standard fraud detection and prevention tools for States. 

Of the 40 recommendations issued in these 12 reports, there remain only 10 
recommendations that the agency is still working to fully implement. They 
were initially planned to be completed by September 2013, but have been re- 
scheduled for completion by FNS in April 2014. FNS informed us that it plans 
to submit documentation to the Department to demonstrate that the remaining 
recommendations have been fully implemented. 
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Mr. Aderholt: The testimony provided tor the hearing on March 5, 2014, 
briefly mentioned a new multi-agency approach to identifying and addressing 
SNAP fraud. It is called the SNAP Initiative. 

Please describe the initiative. 

Response: The SNAP Initiative was developed as a tool to further 

identify and address fraud in the SNAP program on a multi-agency level. The 
Initiative combines the resources, ingenuity, and prosecutorial efforts of 
local. State, and Federal law enforcement; as well as SNAP State partners, 
with the common goal of identifying, prosecuting, and preventing SNAP 
fraud. While OIG has successfully investigated and prosecuted retailers for 
SNAP fraud, we have found that States, who are responsible for addressing 
recipient fraud, may not take similarly aggressive action. OIG worked with 
FNS in order to create an initiative that would address both retailers and 
recipients. A vital aspect of the Initiative is prevention, achieved through 
community outreach and media efforts educating citizens and retail owners on 
the Federal regulations concerning SNAP benefits. OIG, working with FNS, 
identified three locations throughout the United States where we will conduct 
this initiative and have divided the initiative into three phases, based on 
the three locations. We are currently in Phase I of the Initiative. 

Mr. Aderholt: How is it different from other efforts? 

Response: This effort distinguishes itself because it will be a 
concerted effort with FNS to address retailer fraud. It also includes State 
and local partners, who will immediately take action against recipients after 
a retailer has been prosecuted. Additionally, it adds a prevention/education 
aspect. The prevention/education campaign, which for Phase I will be 
coordinated by the State, wiil be achieved through press releases, and will 
educate the public that SNAP fraud is illegal, and that SNAP trafficking will 
have consequences. This message should further reduce fraud and discourage 
citizens from abusing the SNAP program. 

Mr. Aderholt: What is its estimated cost? 

Response: OIG estimates that our total cost for conducting the SNAP 
Initiative will be approximately $100,000, over FYs 14 through FY 16, in 
support of the operation for all three locations. This figure does not 
include salary and benefits for the special agents working on the Initiative. 

Mr. Aderholt: How many staff will be assigned to it? 

Response: We are currently on Phase I of the initiative, and are 
utilizing approximately five OIG special agents. We have additional 
assistance from FNS personnel and State investigators. It is too soon to 
determine whether additional resources will be required for Phases II and 
III, though we anticipate no less than the number currently being used in 
Phase I . 

Mr. Aderholt: The Subcommittee has encouraged the OIG to expand its 
efforts to raise public awareness of successful investigations of fraud, 
particularly regarding SNAP. 

What deterrent effect does increased reporting of successful prosecutions of 
fraud have on participants and retailers? 
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Response: OIG' s goal is to prosecute retailers who engage in SNAP 
trafficking with the anticipation that our successful prosecutions, along 
with increased reporting and media attention, will deter others from engaging 
in SNAP trafficking. Additionally, it is anticipated that, when action is 
taken by the States against recipients and the action is made public, 
recipients will realize they risk losing their SNAP benefits permanently, 
which will serve as a further deterrent effect. OIG posts press releases 
from United States Attorney Offices (USAOs) and other prosecutors about 
significant investigative developments in OIG cases on our public internet 
home page. Notices about the developments are sent to media and external 
requestors, and OIG notifies Appropriations Committee staff. 

Mr. Aderhoit: Is FNS doing everything it should be doing to deter and 
prosecute fraud? 

Response: We have found that FNS is making a strong effort to deter 
and prosecute fraud. FNS' Compliance Retailer Investigation Branch (RIB) 
conducts activities which lead to administrative sanctions against retailers 
or referrals to OIG for criminal prosecution. Additionally, FNS works 
closely with OIG to address and strengthen loopholes in the program., which we 
identify through our audit and investigative work. An example is the recent 
effort FNS is making to strengthen SNAP trafficking definitions. 

Mr. Aderho.lt: Is FNS appropriately assisting States with their 
responsibilities and efforts to deter fraud? 

Response: FNS has implemented a coordinated strategy with the various 

State organizational entities to deter fraud and improve program efficiency. 
For example, FNS utilizes the State Law Enforcement Bureau (SLEB) agreement., 
which authorizes State and local law enforcement to use EBT benefits for SNAP 
investigative purposes within the State. Additionally, the SNAP Initiative 
should foster a stronger working relationship between FNS and the States in 
order to detect, prevent, and deter fraud, especially with regard to 
addressing recipients who engage in SNAP trafficking with the retailers. 

Mr. Aderhoit: OIG has an 800-number hotline where individuals may 
report potential fraud. In fact, this Subcommittee directed the Food and 
Nutrition Service ensure the hotline number is printed on SNAP EBT cards as 
well as the WIG food instruments. 

On average, how many calls and/or reports does OIG receive on SNAP and WIC 
fraud per month? 

Response: Thus far in FY 2014, the OIG Hotline received, on average, 

196 complaints per month related to SNAP and WIC fraud. In FI 2013, the 
Hotline received, on average, 205 complaints per month related to SNAP and 
WIC fraud. This information includes complaints received via phone, e-mail, 
fax, and mail. 

Mr. Aderhoit: Have you seen an increase in the number of hotline calls 
over the years? 

Response: Yes. From FY 2012 to FY 2013 alone, we had an increase of 

840 hotline complaints related to SNAP/WIC. The increase from FY 2011 to FY 
2012 was 544. The chart below shows the number of hotline complaints related 
to SNAP/WIC fraud: 
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SNAP/WIC Hotline complaints 

FY 2013 ■■■■■HHHHHHIi 2,460 

fy 2012 ■■■■■■■■■ mam 1,620 

0 500 1,000 1,500 2,000 2,500 3,000 

It. should be noted that we receive hotline complaints on all [JS DA 
programs, including SNAP/WIC. The total number of complaints (including 
SNAP/WIC) is as follows: 


* SNAP/WIC Hotline 
complaints 


Total Hotline Complaints Received 



as Total Hotline 
Complaints Received 


Mr. Aderholt: Has this been a valuable tool for combatting fraud and 
abuse in SNAP and WIC? 

Response: Yes, we find the OIG Hotline is a valuable tool for 

individuals to report allegations of fraud, waste, and abuse. A large 
percentage of our contacts involve allegations of SNAP recipient fraud. We 
forward information obtained from these complainants directly to FNS, which 
refers it to the appropriate State entity for investigation and action. 
Additionally, most States have contact numbers where nutrition assistance 
fraud can be reported directly to the State. 


SPECIAL SUPPLEMENTAL NUTRITION PROGRAM FOR WOMEN, INFANTS AND CHILDREN (WIC) 

Mr. Aderholt: States are required by the Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act 
of 2010 to establish a system that allows for electronic disbursal of WIC 
benefits by 2020. Based upon your observations and experience with SNAP 
electronic benefit transfer (EBT) , what benefits, especially in regards to 
fraud reduction, can be achieved by transitioning WIC to EBT? 

Response: We have found that EBT does not necessarily reduce fraud; 
however, the technology does allow OIG to more accurately and efficiently 



63 


identify and document trafficking. We see the same benefits for the use of 
EBT in the WIC Program, as well as the potential for improved, delivery of 
benefits to the clients. With EBT systems, benefits are transacted 
electronically, providing access to information on every transaction between 
recipient and vendor. Transitioning WIC paper vouchers to EBT allows 
investigative personnel to review large volumes of redemption data, captured 
from participating WIC vendors, in a short period of time. An examination of 
the data, coupled with historical information on the vendor, gives us, as 
well as the prosecutor, the ability to make an informed decision on whether 
or not to prosecute a matter, or allow FNS to pursue administrative action. 

We noted during our FY 2013 work at the Michigan State Agency for the WIC 
Vendor Management Audit (27601-0038-CH, issued March 29, 2013}, which was the 
only State Agency that we reviewed that was using EBT for WIC, that 
reciprocal disqualification of vendors from SNAP and WIC would happen 
simultaneously when the point-of-sale (POS) device was removed from the 
store. It is important to note that Michigan vendors are required to be SNAP 
vendors before they can be WIC vendors. The WIC EBT cards in Michigan use 
the same POS device that the SNAP EBT card uses. When a vendor is 
disqualified from SNAP, the POS device is removed. Therefore, the vendor 
cannot redeem WIC EBT cards anymore. In this case, use of EBT for WIC can 
help the WIC State Agency increase compliance with the regulatory requirement 
to disqualify SNAP-disqualified vendors. 

Mr. Aderholt: The Subcommittee is aware that some states are facing 
possible penalties because they have not been properly managing their WIC- 
approved vendors. Does OIG plan to review how States manage their WIC 
vendors? 

Response: We released an audit of WIC vendors last year. Currently, 
we do not have further audit work planned to review how States manage their 
WIC vendors. However, we will consider a follow up audit after our 
recommendations from last year's report are implemented. 

Mr. Aderholt: Recent news articles have described the sale of WIC- 
purchased infant formula and other foods through social media websites. Is 
the OIG looking into this type of fraudulent activities? What, if anything, 
is FNS doing to combat this type of fraud? 

Response: OIG carefully evaluates all allegations of fraud, but 

typically does not investigate trafficking through social media websites. 

FNS has established relationships with social media websites, and requests 
their assistance in the prevention of fraud. When it becomes aware of these 
types of activities, FNS works with the host social media website to ensure 
the posting is immediately removed. FNS also provided States with technical 
assistance for .monitoring social media websites, such as Craig's List, for 
attempts to buy or sell benefits. Additionally, FNS is working towards 
finalizing a rule to clarify existing policy regarding the intent to buy or 
sell SNAP and/or WIC benefits, in public or online, through the use of social 
media websites, and to further define it as a program violation. 


CROP INSURANCE 

Mr. Aderholt: Last year, OIG reviewed the Risk Management Agency's 
(RMA) prevented planting provisions. The agency found that RMA' s decisions 
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allowed for $480 million in potentially excessive payments, and that it was 
providing incentives to producers to file prevented planting claims. 

According to your report, RMA generally agreed with your assessment. Please 
describe the changes that needed to be made. 

Response: In our report {Audit Report 05601-0001-31, RMA: Controls 

Over Prevented Planting , issued September 2013) , we recommended that RMA 
needed to re-evaluate coverage levels provided for preventing planting, and 
make any necessary changes to reduce program costs, where possible. In its 
response, dated August 12, 2013, RMA stated that it awarded a Prevented 
Planting Evaluation (PPE) contract to determine if prevented planting 
payments are appropriate when a producer is prevented from planting a crop, 
but not excessive to the extent that the coverage encourages producers not to 
plant. RMA also stated that any changes deemed necessary to reflect 
appropriate prevented planting payments will be determined by June 30, 2014, 
in order to be effective for the 2015 crop year. RMA also agreed to 
periodically reevaluate the coverage levels to ensure that the levels remain 
in appropriate and consistent relationship with preplanting costs, and stated 
that one of the deliverables under the PPE contract was to provide a 
methodology that would allow RMA to periodically reevaluate the coverage 
levels. RMA also agreed to establish an appropriate schedule to reevaluate 
these coverage levels. 

Mr. Aderholt: What is OIG' s overall assessment of the crop insurance 
program? Does it have sufficient safeguards against fraud and abuse? 

Response: We issued a report in 2009 (Audit Report 05601-1 1-At, Risk 
Management Agency Compliance Activities , issued September 2009) that made a 
number of recommendations to RMA to strengthen its overall compliance and 
monitoring activities to .improve program effectiveness and integrity in the 
Federal crop insurance program, which has become the major risk management 
tool available to American producers. We recommended that RMA develop a 
comprehensive, systematic, and well-defined strategy for compliance efforts; 
conduct and document an overall risk assessment of program operations; 
develop outcome-based performance measures to better measure the agency's 
effectiveness; and develop and implement a new method for calculating RMA's 
improper payment error rate that meets the requirements of the Improper 
Payment Information Act. We believe that RMA has made strides to strengthen 
these areas, but some of our recent reports point out the need for continued 
efforts to strengthen its compliance and monitoring efforts. For example, 
our prevented planting report (Audit Report 05601-0001-31, RPIA: Controls Over 
Prevented Planting , issued September 2013) found that loss adjusters did not 
document and support a required determination of prevented planting 
eligibility. In response to our recommendations, RMA agreed to strengthen 
its crop insurance provisions and to reiterate the need for loss adjustors to 
obtain and maintain supporting documentation. We also recommended that RMA 
emphasize that any effective quality control reviews by the approved 
insurance providers must include independent verification of data and 
information provided by producers. We believe that an effective quality 
control review system that includes independent verification of data will 
help to mitigate potential fraud and abuse. 

Recently, RMA, under the guidance of the Office of Management and 3udget 
(OMB) , has reached out to OIG for assistance and feedback as RMA develops and 
implements a more effective and accurate improper payment error rate 
methodology. With this more effective and accurate tool, we believe that RMA 
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will be better able to identify and analyze systemic weaknesses contributing 
to any improper payments . 

Mr. Aderholt: What work does OIG have planned on the program? 

Response: OIG has two ongoing reviews involving the Federal crop 
insurance program. These include the following: 


Audit 

Number 

Audit Title 

Audit Objectives 

05601-0002- 

Risk Management 

The overall objective is to assess 

22 

Agency National 

whether RMA' s National Program 


Program Operations 

Operations Reviews (NPOR) reasonably 


Reviews 

determine if the approved insurance 
providers are substantially in 
compliance with laws, regulations, the 
Standard Reinsurance Agreement, 
associated appendices, and approved 
Federal Crop Insurance Corporation 
{FCIC) policies and procedures. Also, 
to assess if the NPORs provide an 
accurate and effective basis Co 
determine RMA' s improper payment rate. 

05601-0002- 

FCIC - Enterprise 

The objective is to evaluate the 

31 

Units 

effectiveness of the design and 
execution of enterprise units with the 
Federal Crop Insurance Program. 
Specifically, we will also examine the 
relative premium subsidies, review 
vulnerabilities that may increase the 
potential for program abuse, and 
perform additional tests on policies, 
procedures, and data related to 
enterprise units. 


FARMER DISCRIMINATION COMPLAINTS 


Mr. Aderho.lt: Please update the Subcommittee on OIG's audit of the 
processes used and determinations made by the claims administrator and 
adjudicators for the female, Hispanic, Native American, and African American 
discrimination claims resolution processes. 

Response: With respect to In re Black Farmers Discrimination 
Litigation (BFDL) , involving claims filed by African American farmers, the 
Claims Resolution Act of 2010 requires CJSDA OIG to conduct a performance 
audit based on a statistical sample of adjudicated claims. Based on this 
requirement, OIG conducted a performance audit of the BFDL claims review 
process {Audit Report 50601-0001-21, In re Black Farmers Discrimination 
Litigation, issued December 2013) 1 to evaluate the integrity and consistency 
of the processes applied to claimants. During this audit, OIG reviewed a 
statistical sample of provisionally adjudicated claims because Class Counsel 


A summary of this audit's results is presented in response to question 28 
below. 
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stated ail claims would be adjudicated in late summer to early fall of 2012. 
However, final decisions were delayed until July or August 2013, so OIG was 
not able to audit adjudicated claims. 

We are currently conducting a follow-up audit {50601-0003-21) of the 
completed BFDL claims process to determine if awards were granted to eligible 
claimants. This audit will include reviewing a statistical sample of 
adjudicated claims. In total, the Claims Administrator received over 40,000 
claims, and 18,409 Track A claims were approved for awards. No Track B 
claims were approved for awards. 

There is no such statutory requirement for an audit similar to BFDL with 
regard to the claims resolution process involving Hispanic or women farmers. 
However, at the request of the Secretary, we are currently conducting an 
audit of the Hispanic and Women Farmers and Ranchers Claims Resolution 
Process (50601-0002-21). The objective of this audit is to determine if the 
claims review process is adequate and functioning as prescribed, and to 
ensure that funds are distributed only to eligible applicants. 

There is no such statutory requirement for an audit similar to BFDL with 
regard to Keepseagle v. Vilsack, a Native American farmer lawsuit, which was 
settled in 2010 for $760 million. Payments under this settlement started 
being made to claimants in August 2012. 

Mr. Aderholt: What is the status of OIG's audits? 

Response: We issued a report on the BFDL claims review process (50601- 

0001- 21), in December 2013. 

We are currently conducting a follow-up audit (50601-0003-21) of the 
completed BFDL claims process to determine if awards were granted to eligible 
claimants. This audit will include reviewing a statistical sample of 
adjudicated claims. 

At the request of the Secretary, we are currently conducting an audit of the 
Hispanic and Women Farmers and Ranchers Claims Resolution Process (50601- 

0002- 21) . The objective of this audit is to determine if the claims review 
process is adequate and functioning as prescribed, and to ensure that funds 
are distributed only to eligible applicants. 

Mr. Aderholt: Has OIG made any recommendations? If so, please 
describe them for the record. 

Response: Our initial audit of the BFDL settlement process (50601- 
0001-21, issued December 2013) concluded that the process was generally 
adequate. However, we identified three issues the Claims Administrator (CA) 
and the Neutral needed to address prior to awarding payments. First, we 
found that for some claims, the Neutral's adjudicators reached different 
conclusions for claims that essentially contained the same types of 
information, approving some and denying others. Second, the CA had not 
identified all instances where multiple claims may have been filed for single 
farming operations or individual class members. Third, although participants 
in. the Pigford settlement were prohibited from participating in the BFDL 
settlement, we found that the Neutral provisionally approved persons who 
participated in Pigford. We did not make any formal recommendations during 
this audit. The CA and the Neutral both implemented actions to address the 
issues identified in our audit prior to making award payments. 
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US DA INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY {IT} SECURITY 

Mr. Aderholt: In testimony and reports, OIG has identified and made 
recommendations on longstanding weaknesses in USDA' s information technology 
security. 

Please describe OIG's recent, current and future plans regarding USDA's IT 
concerns . 

Response: In February 2014, we issued a report on the National 

Agricultural Statistics Service's (NASS) Lockup procedures (Audit Report 
26501-0001-12, Security Review of National Agricultural Statistics Service's 
Lockup Procedures) . This review identified several IT security concerns. We 
found that NASS did not adequately enforce critical IT security procedures, 
had not implemented adequate physical security measures to protect the 
security of its information, and was not mitigating outstanding IT 
vulnerabilities in a timely manner. In our FY 2013 F1SMA report (Audit. 

Report 50501-0004-12, U.S. Department of Agriculture , Office of the Chief 
Information Officer, Fiscal Year 2G13 Federal Information Security Management 
Act (FISMA) , issued November 2013), we continued to report a material 
weakness in USDA's IT security. We found (1) the Department has not 
developed policies, procedures, or strategies for continuous monitoring or 
risk management; (2) the Department and its agencies are not in compliance 
with baseline configurations; (3) vulnerabilities are not being remediated in 
a timely manner; (4) separated employees' access to computer systems is not 
terminated in a timely manner; (5) policies defining the detection and 
removal of unauthorized network connections have not been developed or 
implemented; and (6) policies have not been issued defining required 
oversight of information technology systems that contractors or other 
entities operate on USDA's behalf, including systems and services residing in 
the cloud. 

We have several ongoing audits that further address IT concerns: Management 
and Security over USDA's Universal Telecommunications Networks, the Council 
of the Inspectors General on Integrity and Efficiency (CIGIE) Cloud Computing 
Initiative - Status of the Cloud Computing Environment within USDA, Farm 
Service Agency's Initiative to Modernize and Innovate the Delivery of 
Agricultural Systems (MIDAS), and the FY 2014 FISMA audit. In the FY 2014 
FISMA audit, we plan to also review select controls over two RD systems, in 
addition to following up on our prior audit recommendations. 

Mr. Aderholt: Where should USDA's Office of the Chief Information 
Officer focus its efforts? 

Response: In the FY 2013 FISMA report (50501-0004-12, issued November 

2013) , we stated that OCIO needs to continue its efforts in updating and 
issuing policies; this is the first step to improving IT security within 
USDA. To be successful, it is critical that USDA agencies create and 
implement agency-specific procedures based on Departmental policy, and that 
OCIO then follow-up with reviews of each agencies' compliance with OCIO 
policy. 

Mr. Aderholt: What management changes need to be made across the 
Department to ensure security? 

Response: The Department needs to collaborate with, the agencies and. 
develop an overall plan to mitigate the material weaknesses. They must have 
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agency buy-in and the project plan must be priority based. For example, one 
of the consistently poor performing areas we audit involves the need for 
agencies (including OCXO) to patch their systems for known vulnerabilities. 
This is a continuing problem that the Department and all agencies need to 
resolve . 

In FYs 2010, 2011, and 2012, USDA has had the worst cybersecurity score of 
all of the large departments. The scorecard for fiscal year 2013 has not 
been .released yet. 

Mr. Aderholt: Has USDA improved? 

Response: In FY 2013 OIG found that, although USDA continues to 

improve the security posture of its, IT infrastructure and associated data, 
many longstanding weaknesses remain. In FYs 2009 through 2012, OIG made 
49 recommendations for improving the overall security of USDA's systems, but 
only 20 of these have been implemented. We noted that OCIO is taking 
positive steps to improve its security posture into the future. For example, 
OCIO released three key Departmentwide policies in the latter part of FY 2013 
and the beginning of FY 2014. However, it is now critical that agencies 
create and implement agency-specific procedures based on Departmental policy. 
OCIO then needs to review the agencies' implemented procedures to ensure 
compliance with USDA policy. Once this process is institutionalized 
throughout USDA, its security posture will improve and be sustainable into 
the future. 

Mr. Aderholt: What are the most problematic areas? 

Response: In FYs 2009 through 2012, OIG made 49 recommendations for 
improving the overall security of USDA's systems, but only 20 of these have 
been closed. In addition, OIG made six recommendations in FY 2013 and we are 
currently in the process of reaching management decision on four of the six 
recommendations. These .55 recommendations include issues with continuous 
monitoring, risk management, oversight of contractor systems, cloud services, 
incident reporting, and the lack of compliance with OMB, National. Institute 
of Standards and Technology (NIST), and Departmental guidance. 

Mr. Aderholt: Does Congress need to consider legislative changes to 
help USDA address this problem? 

Response: Before considering legislative changes, the Department, and. 

its agencies need to implement current OMB, NIST, and Departmental guidance. 

Mr. Aderholt: USDA provides funding for many grants, loans and 
assistance to American families and individuals. In order to receive 
assistance, these families and individuals must provide Personally 
Ident i f i abl e Information . 


Is USDA sufficiently protecting Personally Identifiable Information? 

Response: We found during the course of a number of audits that USDA 
and its agencies have not effectively implemented required security guidance 
issued by OMB, NIST, and the Department. As a result, USDA systems have an 
increased risk of sensitive and personally identifiable information (PI I) 
information being lost, disclosed, altered, or destroyed. 

Is this information safe from cyber criminals? 


Mr. Aderholt: 
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Response: As indicated in our prior response, we found during the 
course of a number of audits that US DA and its agencies have not effectively 
implemented required security guidance. As a result, USDA systems are at 
risk of being accessed and compromised by outside entities, including cyber 
criminals . 

Mr. Aderholt: USDA also has a good deal of secret and sensitive non- 
personally identifiable information, such as information on plant and animal 
disease research. 

What is OIG' s assessment of USDA' s cybersecurity on this type of data? 

Response: Until USDA improves its security posture for its information 
systems and the information residing on these systems, including PII and and 
non-PIX sensitive information, there is an increased risk of data being lost, 
disclosed, altered, and/or destroyed. In our FY 2013 FISMA report (50501- 
0004-12}, we continued to report a material weakness in USDA' s IT 
security. We found: (1) the Department has not developed policies, 
procedures, or strategies for continuous monitoring or risk management; (2) 
the Department and its agencies are not in compliance with baseline 
configurations; (3) vulnerabilities are not being remediated in a timely 
manner; (4) separated employees’' access to computer systems is not terminated 
in a timely manner; (5) policies defining the detection and removal of 
unauthorized network connections have not been developed or implemented; and 
(6) policies have not been issued defining required oversight of information 
technology systems that contractors or other entities operate on USDA' s 
behalf, including systems and services residing in the cloud. 

Mr. Aderholt: Does it have appropriate safeguards in place to ensure 
only those allowed to access this information are able to? 

Response: Currently, USDA does not have sufficient safeguards in place 
to ensure that its information is accessed by only those people requiring 
access. We continue to find that users that have left USDA still have 
access to its systems, and that some users have a higher level of access than 
required to perform their job. 

Mr. Aderholt: In the November 2012 report on USDA' s cloud computing 
plans, OIG states, "Based upon testing of USDA' s cloud provider's traffic, 
discussions with USDA IT personnel, and our review of the cloud provider 
Service Agreement and Incident Plan, we also determined that the Department 
is not capable of managing risks in a virtua 1/cloud environment." 

Please update the Committee on OIG' s work on USDA' s cloud computing 
arrangements . 

Response: We are currently conducting an audit of USDA's cloud 
computing contracts and plan to review the Service Level Agreements as part 
of our work. The objectives are to evaluate each selected agency's efforts 
to adopt cloud-computing technologies and to review executed contracts 
between agencies and cloud service providers for compliance with applicable 
standards. This audit is being conducted in conjunction with a 
Governmentwide initiative by CIGIE. 

Mr. Aderholt: What are some of the risks to USDA IT Security with the 
current cloud computing arrangement? 
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Response: In the FY 2012 FISMA audit {50501-0003-12, issued November 

2012), we recommended that USDA modify the service level agreement between 
the Department and the e-mail cloud service provider to incorporate 
appropriate detail, outlining the roles and responsibilities of each party 
pertaining to incident response and reporting and to gain visibility into 
USDA*s email system (i.e., so that the Department can view/monitor network 
traffic in the cloud system) . A new Federal initiative. Federal Risk, and 
Authorization Management Program (FedRAMP) , requires agencies and cloud 
service providers to stipulate any specific incident reporting requirements, 
including how to notify the agency and who to notify." USDA' s current cloud 
service providers are required to become FedRAMP compliant by 
June 2014. However, when the cloud e-mail services contract was renegotiated 
and signed on September 30, 2013, we found that OCIO did not take advantage 
of its contract renegotiation period to include these requirements. OCIO did 
not include incident response and reporting responsibilities detailed in 
FedRAMP guidance, incorporate our recommendation to add adequate detail to 
address incident reporting roles and responsibilities, or include monitoring 
requirements to help safeguard USDA systems. 

Mr. Aderho.lt: Based upon this statement and others in the report, 
should USDA move forward with additional plans to expand cloud computing? 

Response: O.MB' s 'cloud-f irst ' policy requires that agencies default to 
cloud-based solutions whenever a secure, reliable, cost-effective cloud 
option exists when evaluating options for new IT deployments. Cloud 
computing environments can be a viable option for USDA, if implemented with 
proper security. USDA must ensure the cloud contractor is FedRAMP 
compliant. In addition, the Department must ensure Service Level Agreements 
(SLA) are detailed and include functions and requirements that are in the 
best interest of the Department. The SLA must have clearly defined roles and 
responsibilities, and defined recourses for non-compliance. 


AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE AND BEEF PROMOTION AND RESEARCH BOARD 

ACTIVITIES 

Mr. Aderholt: OIG released an audit of the Beef Promotion and Research 
Board Activities in early 2013. Subsequently, OIG was asked by an outside 
party to correct errors and to review the findings of the audit. 

Please summarize the findings from OIG' s initial and follow up audits. 

Response: In our initial March 29, 2013, report, we determined that 

the relationships between the Cattlemen's Beef Promotion and Research Board 
(beef board) and other industry-related organizations, including the beef 
board's primary contractor, the National Cattlemen's Beef Association (NCSA), 
complied with legislation. We also determined that the Agricultural 
Marketing Service (AMS) needs to strengthen its procedures for providing 
oversight to the Beef Research and Promotion Program. As part of our audit, 
we determined that assessed funds were collected, distributed, and expended 
in accordance with legislation. { Please note that this was later determined 
to be an overstatement of the work performed and is discussed in the next few 


5 FedRAMP is a government-wide program that provides a standardized approach to security assessment, 
authorization, and continuous monitoring for cloud products and services. 
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paragraphs . } However, we found that AMS had not previously made these 
determinations itself, because AMS had not conducted periodic management 
reviews of the beef board, and the agency's procedures for conducting these 
reviews could be improved. Our audit also addressed concerns and specific 
allegations that beef checkoff funds may have been misused. We found no 
evidence to support that the board's activities in those areas did not comply 
with legislation and AMS guidelines and policies. 

In our follow up January 28, 2014, audit, we determined that AMS needs to 
strengthen its procedures for providing oversight to the Beef Promotion and 
Research Program. We also found there was no cause to question, as it 
pertains to compliance with the Beef Research and Information Act, as amended 
(Act), and the Beef Promotion and Research Order (Order), the contractual 
relationships between the beef board and other industry-related 
organizations, including the NCSA. Overall, we concluded that AMS' oversight 
as an internal control function needs improvement. In our view, this 
resulted in agency officials having reduced assurance that beef checkoff 
funds were collected, distributed, and expended in accordance with the Act 
and the Order. We found that AMS had not conducted periodic management 
reviews of the beef board, and the agency's procedures for conducting these 
reviews could be improved. Our audit also addressed three specific 
allegations directed towards the beef board and NCBA. Overall, we concluded 
that the beef board, NCBA, and AMS, as applicable, took appropriate action 
regarding the matters, or that there was no impropriety related to the 
allegation. 

We issued the January 28, 2014, report in response to an April 2013 complaint 
that questioned the quality of the March 29, 2013, report. We processed the 
complaint under OIG Information Quality Guidelines, implementing the Data 
Quality Act (Section 515 of Public Law 106-554). In order to accurately 
assess the quality, objectivity, utility, and integrity of the information 
presented in our report, and to determine if modifications to the report were 
warranted, we conducted a review of the audit engagement and report. As a 
result of this review, OIG identified issues pertaining to the execution of 
the March 29, 2013, audit. For example, the audit team did not perform all 
necessary procedures related to the statistical sampling plan. As a result, 
we could not determine that all funds were collected, distributed, and 
expended in accordance with the Act and the Order. In the March 29, 2013, 
report previously posted on our website, OIG stated that we determined that 
all funds were collected, distributed, and expended In accordance with the 
Act and Order. OIG also found that certain aspects of our quality control 
system were not fully completed. For example, OIG procedures relative to our 
quality control system require that a report be cross-referenced to 
sufficient, appropriate evidence. OIG' s practice is to then subject all 
cross-referenced reports to a verification referencing review process. Due 
to an oversight, OIG did not perform a referencing review on the final report 
before the March 29, 2013, issuance date; although the previously approved 
draft versions of the report had been subject to our referencing process. 
Consequently, we re-engaged with AMS and conducted additional audit and 
quality control procedures from July through September 2013, to assess the 
finding and recommendations in the March 29, 2013, report. As a result of 
these procedures, we reaffirmed the finding and recommendations in the March 
29, 2013, report. The conclusions reached by the re-engagement, team on 
internal controls over expenditures as a result of the review were consistent 
with those reported in Finding 1 of the March 29, 2013, report, related to 
improving AMS' oversight of beef board expenditures reimbursed to NCBA, O.S. 
Meat Export Federation, and the American National Cattiewomen . 
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Mr. Aderholt : Has OIG taken any corrective action to ensure similar 
errors are not made in the future? Please describe any changes OIG has 
taken . 

Response: OIG recognizes the importance of the quality control issues 
pertaining to the March 29, 2013, audit and has taken a number of actions to 
ensure similar errors are not made in the future. Shortly after identifying 
the control issues. Audit senior leadership met with the audit team to 
discuss why the quality control system failed and developed an action plan. 
During the summer of 2013, audit senior management communicated the 
importance of improvements in audit documentation, compliance with audit 
documentation requirements and guidelines, and cross-referencing and the 
related referencing review process. Specifically, we discussed these topics 
at the July 2013 planning meeting with ail audit directors and at the 
professional development meetings with all audit staff held during August and 
September 2013. Further, we continued to remind staff of our improvements to 
the quality control system during regular teleconferences and meetings. In 
February 2014, the Assistant Inspector General for Audit issued a notice to 
ail audit staff, reminding and emphasizing our commitment and enhancement to 
our system of quality control. We are also revising our directive on 
referencing reviews to reflect this emphasis, and will be providing training 
to all Audit staff in FY 2014. 


OIG AUDITS, INVESTIGATIONS AND GENERAL INFORMATION REQUESTS 

Mr. Aderho.lt: Please update the table from the fiscal year 2014 
questions for the record (QFR) showing the financial statement audits OIG 
contracts for and those conducted in-house, as well as the cost of each audit 
for fiscal years 2009 through 2013. 

Response: The following is the updated table showing the financial 
statement audits OIG contracts for and those conducted in-house, as well as 
the cost of each audit for fiscal years 2009 through 2013. 


Audited 

Agency 

Method of 
Performance 

FY 2009 
Actual 
Cost 

FY 2010 
Actual 
Cost 

FY 2011 
Actual 
Cost 

FY 2012 
Actual 
Cost 

FY 2013 
Actual 
Cost 

Federal Crop 
Insurance 
Corporation 

Contract 

$395,450 

$394,440 

$416,235 

$342,501 

$313,003 

Commodity 

Credit 

Corporation 

Contract 

1,792,026 

1,743,048 

1,872,158 

1, 910, 229 

1,935, 520 

Forest 

Service* 

Contract* 

4,693, 609 

3, 841, 684 

3,085,377 

2, 562,566 

2, 644,743 

Food 

Nutrition 

Service 

In-House 

1,464,347 

1,000.722 

1,097,324 

1, 129,030 

1,063, 129 

RD 

In-House 

1,816,359 

2, 148,758 

2,368,598 

1,723,854 

1, 5.13, 150 

Natural 

Resources 

Conservation 

Service 

Contract 

2,067,191 

1,893,442 

2,291,408 

1, 675, 767 

1, 475, 407 

US DA 

Consolidated 

In-House 

2, 155,387 

1, 962,294 

2,089, 368 

2,184,386 

1,909, 983 
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*Begirining in FY 2014, the Forest Service financial statement audit will be 
incorporated into the US DA Consolidated Financial Statement Audit. 

Mr. Aderholt: Please update the table from the fiscal year 2014 QFRs 
showing the amount of funds expended for public accountants hired under 
contract for fiscal years 2009 through 2013. 


Response: The following is an updated table showing the amount of 
funds expended for public accountants hired under contract for fiscal years 


Audited 

Agency 

Method of 
Performance 

FY 2009 

Cost 

FY 2010 
Actual 

FY 2011 
Actual 
Cost 

Actual 

Cost 

FY 2013 
Actual 

Insurance 


$359,648 

$370, 138 

$380,942 

7 

O 7 7 r, n 4 

Commodity 

Credit 

Corporation 

Contract 

1,746, 126 

1,701,148 

1,823,830 

1,855, 111 

1,898,000 

Forest 

Service** 

Contract** 

4, 637,611 

3, 803, 974 

3,036,186 

2,535,007 

2,608,884 

RD* 

In-House 

909,762 

864,461 

890, 400 

253,079 

238,157 

Natural 

Resources 

Conservation 

Service 

Contract 

2,018,537 

1,868,302 

2,248,258 

1,607,314 

1,440, 349 


* The audit is performed by OIG; however, credit reform review is performed 
by an Independent Public Accounting firm under contract. 

*'* Beginning in FY 2014, the Forest Service financial statement audit will be 
incorporated into the USDA Consolidated Financial Statement Audit. 

Mr. Aderholt: What was OIG's cost of performing audits of Commodity 
Credit Corporation (CCC) financial statements in fiscal year 2013? What was 
the reimbursement from CCC? 

Response: CCC' s financial statement audit is contracted out. However, 
OIG monitors the audit in accordance with GAO/PCIE Financial Audit Manual, 
Section 650 to ensure that the audit is performed by an audit firm that is 
independent, objective, and possesses the required qualifications. This 
monitoring also ensures that the audit is performed in accordance with 
generally accepted auditing standards in the United States. OIG's cost of 
performing the monitoring for FY 2013 was $37,520. OIG did not receive 
reimbursement from CCC for this service. CCC paid the contractor cost of 
$1,898,000 for FY 2013. 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a list of all USDA financial statements 
OIG audits along with the opinions you provided on those financial statements. 
Include a brief description of each audit opinion and the reasons these 
opinions were rendered. 

Response: There were seven financial statement audits performed by OIG 
on USDA agencies for FY 2013. The USDA Consolidated, RD, CCC, Forest Service 
{ FS ) , FNS, and RMA/ Federal Crop Insurance Corporation (FCIC) Financial 
Statement audit reports disclosed that the financial statements were presented 
fairly and conformed to generally accepted accounting principles, resulting in 
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unmodified opinions for FY 2013 and FY 2012. The Natural Resources 
Conservation Service's (NRCS) last five Financial Statement audits (FYs 2009, 
2010, 2011, 2012, and 2013) resulted in a disclaimer of opinion; however, the 
errors were determined not to be material to the USDA consolidated financial 
statements, taken as a whole. 

The NRCS disclaimer of opinion was the result of NRCS management's inability to 
provide sufficient evidentiary matter in support of transactions and account 
balances, as presented in the NRCS consolidated financial statements as of and 
for the year ended September 30, 2013; as well as NRCS' inability to complete 
corrective actions and make necessary adjustments to these and other financial 
statement amounts prior to the contractually required completion date. In 
addition, the independent public accountant, KPMG LLP, identified five 
deficiencies. Specifically, KPMG identified weaknesses in NRCS' undelivered 
orders; financial reporting; expenses; revenue and accounts receivable; and 
property, plant and equipment. The first four deficiencies were considered to 
be material weaknesses and the last one to be a significant deficiency. 

Mr. Aderholt: Please update the status report included in the fiscal 
year 2014 QFRs on all current findings of material weakness since 2008. 
Specifically, please list the finding, OIG' s recommendation and the current 
status . 

Response: The following is an updated status report included in the 
fiscal year 2014 QFRs on all current findings of material weakness since 2008. 


FY 2008 through FY 2013 Material Weaknesses 

Findings and Recommendations 

Status (Reached 

Management 

Decision) 

FY 2008 Consolidated Financial Statements Audit, Assignment No. 50401-65-FM 

Finding 1: Improvements are needed in overall financial 
management . 

Recommendation: Provide additional oversight to ensure that 

general ledgers reflect valid obligations and that agencies 
perform the required reviews timely and effectively. 

Yes 

Finding 2: Improvements are needed in Information Technology, 
Security and Controls. 

Recommendation: The Department and its agencies are in the 
process of addressing the weaknesses; therefore, no 
recommendations were made in the report. 

N/A 

FY 2009 Consolidated Financial Statements Audit, Assignment No. 50401-67-FM 

Finding 1: Improvements are needed in overall, financial 
management . 

Recommendation: Provide additional oversight to ensure 

agencies {1) properly monitor and review obligation balances, 

(2) provide valid certifications based on complete and 
accurate reviews as required by Departmental Regulation 2230- 
001, and (3) understand the importance of responding to 
requests for bills or additional information in a timely 
.manner . 

Yes 

Finding 2: Improvements are needed in Information Technology, 
Security and Controls. 

Recommendation: (1) Create a plan of action and milestones to 

correct deficiencies in both System Security Plans and 
Contingency and Disaster Recovery Plans, (2) revise Cyber 
Security Assessment and Management and/or system documentation 

Yes 
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FY 2008 through FY 2013 Material Weaknesses 

Findings and Recommendations 

Status (Reached 
Management 

to reflect consistent and accurate information, and (3) 
institute policy and procedures to ensure review and signature 
of all parties bound by Interconnection Security Agreements. 


] FY 2010 Consolidated Financial Statements Audit, Assignment No. 5040I-70-FM 

Finding 1: Improvements are needed in overall financial 
management . 

Recommendation: Provide additional oversight to ensure that 

agencies are properly reviewing, researching, and timely 
implementing action to correct abnormal balances. 


Find! ng 2: Improvements are needed in Information Technology, 

Recommendation : Because of actions planned by the Department 

and recommendations made in other audits, no recommendation 
was made. 

N/A 

| FY 2011 Consolidated Financial Statements Audit, Assignment No. 50401-01-1.1 

Finding 1: Improvements are needed in overall financial 
management . 

Recommendation: (1) Provide additional oversight of the 

accounting functions at FAS to ensure that the objectives of 
the internal control over financial reporting are maintained, 
and (2) provide additional oversight and training to ensure 
agencies are following Departmental policy in identifying and 
reconciling intradepartmental transactions . 

Yes 

Finding 2: Improvements are needed in Information Technology 

Se cur i t y a nd C on t r o 1 s . 

Recommendation: Because of recommendations made in our annual 
FISMA audits, we are making no further recommendations. 

N/A 

FY 2012 Consolidated Financial Statements Audit, Assignment No. 50401-03- 1.1 

Finding 1: Improvements are needed in overall financial 
management . 

Recommendation: Because of recommendations already made to 

CCC and NRCS in other reports, we are making no further 
recommendations in this report. 

N/A 

Finding 2: Improvements are needed in Information Technology 
Security and Controls. 

Recommendation: Because of recommendations made in our annual 
B'ISMA audits, we are making no further recoramendations . 

N/A 

FY 2013 Consolidated Financial Statements Audit, Assignment No. 50401-05-11 

Finding .1: Improvements are needed in overall financial 
management . 

Recommendation: Because of recommendations already made to 

NRCS, CCC, and FCIC in other reports, we are making no further 
recommendations in this report. 

N/A 

Finding 2: Improvements are needed in overall Information 
Technology Security Program. 

Recommendation: Because of recommendations made in our prior 
FISMA audits, we are making no further recommendations. 

N/A 


FY 2008 CCC Financial Statements Audit, Assignment No. 06401-23-FM 
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Status (Reached 


FY 2008 through FY 2013 Material Weaknesses Ma 

Findings and Recommendations De 

Finding 1: Improvements needed in Financial System 
Functionality and Fund Control. 

Recommendation: CCC is addressing the weakness; therefore, no 

recommendations were made in the report. 

Finding 2: Improvements needed in management's review 
procedures over its cash flow models. 

Recommendation: The Office of Budget and Finance (OBF) should 

perform a more thorough and in-depth review of the models 
prior to submitting them for auditor review. In addition, OBF 
should begin making any necessary revisions to the model 

ear .1 .1 e r 1 n. the fiscal year. 

Finding 3: Improvements needed in management’s analysis of 
obligations and liabilities for the Direct and Countercyclical 


nagement 


N/A 


Pa ytnen t Pr og r ams . 

Recommendation: The formalized policies and procedures 

specific to the Countercyclical Payment and Direct Payment 
program specifically describe: (i) a process to perform a 
reasonableness analysis on the prior program year accruals and 
obligations carried forward to the current period; (ii) 
actions that should be taken based on this analysis; and (iii) 
procedures that should be followed to update the recorded 
amounts based on information that comes to management's 
attention subsequent to fiscal year end that is relevant to 


current year recorded 


amounts . 


Yes 


FY 200 9 CCC Financial Statements Audit, Assignment No. Q6401-24-FM 


Finding 1: Improvements are needed in financial management 
system* s functionality. 

Recommendation: Because of actions planned by the Department 
and recommendations made in other audits, no recommendation 

was made. 

FY 2010 CC C F i n a ncial Statements Audit, Assignment: No. 

Finding .1: Improvements are needed in financial management 
system's f unct i ona 1 i t y , 

Recommendation: Because of actions planned by the Department 

and recommendations made in other audits, no recommendation 


J N/A 

0 6 4 0 1 - 2 5 - FM 


was mad e ■ 

FY 201.1 CCC Financial Stat ements Audit, A ssignment No. 
Finding 1: Improvements are needed in financial management 
system's functionality. 

Recommendation: Because of actions planned by the Department 

and recommendations made in other audits, no recommendation 


J N/A 

06401 - 0 1-1 1 


was made. 

! N/A 

FY 2012 CCC Financial Statements Audit, Assignment No. 06401-02-11. 

Finding 1: Improvements are needed in funds control. 
Recommendation: Because of actions planned by the Department 
and recommendations made in other audits, no recommendation 
was made. 

N/A 

FY 2013 CCC Financial Statements Audit, Assignment No. 06401-03-11 

Finding 1: Improvements are needed in funds control. 

Recommendation: Because of actions planned by the Department j 
and .recommendations made in other audits, no recommendation 
was made . 

N./A 
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FY 2008 through FY 2013 Material weaknesses 

Findings and Recommendations 

Status {Reached 
Management 

j FY 2008 NRCS Financial Statements Audit, Assignment No. 10401-02-FM 

Finding 1 : Improved accounting and controls needed over 
undelivered orders. 

Recommendation: Ensure undelivered orders balances are valid 

at period end. 

Yes 

Finding 2: Improved accounting and controls needed for 
unfilled customer orders. 

Recommendation: Ensure unfilled customer orders are complete 

and valid at period end. 

Yes 

Finding 3: Improved accounting and controls needed for 
accrued expen ses. 

Recommendation: Develop and provide guidance and training 

regarding policy and procedures over preparing, reviewing, and 
recording accruals. 

Yes 

Finding 4; Improved accounting and controls needed for 
property, plant, and equipment. 

Recommendation: Ensure capital leases are identified and 

accounted for as required. 

Yes 

Finding 5: Improved controls are needed over financial 
reporting. 

Recommendation: Ensure employees preparing the financial 

statements have the appropriate training and that financial 
statements are reviewed and approved by management to ensure 
compliance with generally accepted accounting principles. 

Yes 

FY 2009 NRCS Financial Statements Audit, Assignment No. 10401-Q3-FM 

Finding 1: Improved accounting and controls needed over 
undelivered orders. 

Recommendation: Continue to train budget and program 
personnel to review open obligation balances and monitor 
compliance . 

Yes 

Finding 2: Improved accounting and controls needed over the 
revenue and unfilled customer order process. 

Recommendation: Develop and implement policies and procedures 
for reimbursable agreements, accounts receivable, and unfilled 
customer orders. 

Yes 

Finding 3: Improved accounting and controls needed over 
a c c rued e xp e n ses. 

Recommendation: Provide additional training to field 
personnel regarding the policy and procedures for recording 
accruals . 

Yes 

Finding 4: Improved controls needed over financial reporting. 
Recommendation: Obtain and use the United States Government 
Standard General Ledger posting models for conservation 
easements, travel advances to others, cumulative results of 
operations for non-appropriated funds, recoveries of prior 
year obligations, and accounts receivable with the public. 

Yes 

Finding 5: Improved accounting and controls needed for 
property, plant, and equipment. 

Recommendation: Establish a policy that outlines the proper 

procedures for identifying and tracking the appropriate costs 
related to the development of new applications through the 
various stages of the development process. 

Y'es 

FY 2010 NRCS Financial Statements Audit, Assignment No. 10401-03-FM j 
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FY 2008 through FY 2013 Material Weaknesses 

Findings and Recommendations 

Management 

Dec! s i on ) 

Finding 1: Improved accounting and controls needed over 
undelivered orders. 

Recommendation: Review the current policies -are compliant 

with Title 31 of the U.S. Code and GAO ' s Redbook, The 

Principles of Federal Appropriations Law, 

Yes 

Finding 2: Improved accounting and controls needed over the 
revenue and unfilled customer order process. 

Recommendation: Develop a systematic methodology for 

calculating the allowance for uncollectible accounts which 
considers historical data, estimates losses or. an individual 
and aggregate account basis, and considers other risk factors 
that may have an impact on NRCS* ability to collect amounts 
due . 

Yes 

Finding 3: Improved accounting and controls needed over 
accrued expenses. 

Recommendation: Perform quality assurance procedures to 

determine if accrued expenses are complete, accurate, and 
exist at quarter and year end. 

Yes 

Finding 4: Improved controls needed over financial reporting. 
Recommendation: Establish a more robust internal control 
identification and evaluation process to identify all 
significant control deficiencies. 

Yes 

Finding 5: Improved accounting and controls needed for 
property, plant, and equipment. 

Recommendation: Reinforce segregation of duties 

responsibilities for inventory taking, reminding Accountable 
Property Officers that the inventory taker should not also 
have the authority to purchase Property, Plant and Equipment 
( PP&E) . 

Yes 

Finding 6: Improved general and application access controls 
needed . 

Recommendation: Establish a process to actively review and 
document its review of application, active directory, and VPN 
access to determine whether it is appropriate based on the 
employee's role. 

Yes 

Finding 7: Improved controls needed over purchase and fleet 
card transactions. 

Recommendation: NRCS management immediately reviews all 
cardholders to determine whether they are current NRCS 
employees and should have access to a purchase card. 

Yes 

FY 2011 NRCS Financial Statements Audit, Assignment No. 10401-01-11 

Finding 1: Improved accounting and controls needed over 
undelivered orders. 

Recommendation: (1) Provide additional training to field 

personnel related to the identification and recording of 
advances and disbursements, and (2) provide guidance and 
policy to field personnel relating to the monitoring and 
validation of the obligation's period of performance prior to 
payment . 

Yes 

Finding 2: Improved accounting and controls needed over 
accrued expenses. 

Recommendation: (1) Perform quality assurance procedures to 

determine if accrued expenses are complete, accurate, and 

Yes 
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FY 2008 through FY 2013 Material Weaknesses 
Findings and Recommendations 


Manageme? 


exist at quarter and year end, (2} reduce the number of 
standard voucher and year end accruals required by configuring 
systems to record accruals when goods/services are receipted 
in the application, where there is a cost benefit; (3) enhance 
monitoring internal controls over obligations and payment 
approvals to determine whether appropriate documentation is 
provided to support the obligation and disbursement ; (4) 
utilize transaction codes in the Foundation Financial 
Information System to record accruals that do not reverse for 
direct entry obligations; and (5) provide guidance on the 
E^rompt Payment Act related to the entry of acceptance dates 
and determine if additional interest is due to vendors or 
whether the vendor was overpaid as a result of any errors. 


ecs controls are needed over 


F i ndi n g 3 : Imp r o 
reporting. 

Recommendation: Enforce NRCS' Circ 

assessment policies and procedures 
No . 29 


nanc 


21 to ensure condition 
compliant with SFFAS 


Finding 4: Improved accounting and controls needed for 
property, plant and equipment. 

Recommendation: Develop in coordination with the Department 

Chief Information Officer a reconciliation process for State 
offices to utilize to reconcile between the International 
Technology Services (ITS) property report and State inventory 
reports . 


Finding 5: Improved general and application access controls 
are needed. 

Recommendation: Establish controls to monitor the control 
environment at ITS and mitigate the identified weaknesses. 


Yes 


FY 2012 NRCS Financial Statements Audit, Assignment No. 10401-02-11 


Finding 1: Improved controls are needed over general 
a c co un t i ng ope rations. 

Recommendation: (1) Focus on strengthening the internal 

control environment and ensuring that system components are 
fully operational; (2) identify the underlying impediments 
causing errors in the Accounts Receivable billing module, 
proper liquidation of advances, and posting of 
depreciation/amortization; (3) continue to implement 
procedures over the Fund Balance with Treasury (FBWT) process, 
to include procedures for ensuring that unprocessed items are 
cleared from the suspense account in a timely manner; and (4) 
complete a thorough review of the FBWT suspense account to 
identify older reconciling items, and take the appropriate 
actions to clear these items. 


Finding 2: Improved controls are needed over financial 
reporting. 

Recommendation: (.1) Continue to implement a comprehensive 

financial management system strategy to ensure compliance with 
Federal financial management systems requirements; (2) enforce 
accounting entries that are consistent with those prescribed 
by the United States General Ledger; (3} develop policies to 
ensure all relevant. Federal accounting standards are followed; 
(4) improve the communication and implementation of policies 
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through FY 2013 Material Weaknesses 

Mndings and Recommendations 

ardi.ng the preparation of financial 
meat's Discussion and Analysis, footnote 
equired Supplementary Information; 
litative information reported in footnote 
ding supplementary information, is accurate 
6) continue to develop remediation plans to 


| Management 


are needed ov 


Recommendation: (1) Complete the PP&E remediation efforts as 
soon as possible to ensure that real property and personal 
property information is provided in a timely manner. 

Remediation efforts should include completion of real property 
and personal property physical inventories, and review of 
budget object codes currently assigned to personal property; 
and (2) finalize efforts to implement the "Methodology for 
Condition Assessment Surveys and Determining Deferred 
Maintenance" to track deferred maintenance, and suggest that 
NRCS continue to develop and implement effective steps and 
related policies and procedures to track improvements to 

leased and owned assets. 

Finding 4: Improved controls are needed over accrued 
expenses . 

Recommendation: (1) Finalize and implement steps to regularly 

review the accounts payable accrual methodology, and grants 
and agreements accrual methodology against actual results to 
validate their predictive reliability; (2) develop a process 
for accruals and disbursements, including Intragovernmental 
Payment and Collection transactions, to properly documents 
that the related accrual or disbursement is appropriate; and 

(3) re search and remediate current debit vendor balances. 

Finding 5: Improved controls are needed over reimbursable 
agreements . 

Recommendation: (1) Continue to implement sustainable 

internal controls to verify the completeness and accuracy of 
Unfilled Customers Orders (UCO's) for future years; 

(2) continue to conduct analysis of current UCO balances to 
determine if they are complete;. (3) continue to review open 
UCO balances for validity and accuracy; (4) continue to 
provide comprehensive training, instruction, and support to 
personnel responsible for recording and monitoring 
Reimbursable Agreements (RA) ; (5) continuously monitor the 
effectiveness of RA controls; and (6) confirm the accurate 

conv er sion of UC O ba lances for b eg inning balances FY 2013. 

F Y 2013 NRC S Financial Statements Audit, Assignme n t No . 
Finding .1 : Improved accounting and controls are needed over 
undelivered orders. 

Recommendation: (1) Continue to monitor activity in USSGL 
accounts 4801, 4871, and 4881 to ensure that, invalid upward 
and downward adjustments are identified and negated in a 
! timely manner and that balances are appropriate; (2) continue 
| to monitor open obligations to ensure that upward and downward 
I adjustments are recorded in the appropriate period and 


J Yes 

10401-03-11 


In the process 


management. 

decision. 
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FY 2008 through FY 2013 Material Weaknesses 

Findings and Recommendations 

liquidated timely; and, (3) provide adequate training to 
personnel related to the documentat ion requirements for 

supp -or t . 

Finding 2: Improved controls are needed over financial 
reporting . 

Recommendation: (1) Identify and document transactions that, 

when required, are recorded in accordance with the guidance 
found in SFFAS No. 21; (2) implement procedures to reduce the 
need to record a large volume of misstatements at year end; 

(3} establish policies/guideiines that assist accounting 
personnel in properly determining the type of sufficient 
supporting documentation for journal entries and deferred 
maintenance; and (4) enhance the management review of journal 
entries to include use of appropriate posting models obtaining 

and Inspecting supporting documentation. 

Finding 3: Improved accounting and controls are needed over 
expenses . 

Recommendation: (1) Provide guidance and/or training to 

employees on policies and procedures to ensure purchase 
transactions have adequate supporting documentation to 
determine if they are accurate and exist; (2) enhance 
monitoring controls over payment approvals to determine 
whether appropriate documentation is provided to support the 
disbursement; and (3) enhance procedures to determine if 
accrued expenses are complete, accurate, and exist at quarter- 

ends and are properly supported. 

Finding 4: Improved accounting and controls are needed over 
revenue and accounts receivable. 

Recommendation: (1) Continue to improve documentation that 

will support revenue, accounts receivable, and unfilled 
customer orders transactions in accordance with 0MB Circular 
No. A-,123; and (2) review and liquidate invalid unfilled 

customer orders. 

FY 2013 FCIC/RMA Financial Statements Audit, Assignment No . 

Finding 1: Improvement needed in controls over estimated 
losses on insurance claims calculation. 

Recommendation: (1) Implement procedures to ensure that 

manual processes of the indemnity projection model are 
performed and subsequently reviewed by independent individuals 
within management to ensure the review process over 
calculation is adequate and limits the risk of material 
misstatements in the liability for estimated losses on 
insurance claims at year-end; (2) consider performing an 
Independent Verification and Validation review of the 
indemnity projection model every year in which a new model is 
implemented, or when a model has been substantially enhanced; 

(3) consider the need to save documentation to provide an. 
audit, trail of all relevant computations; and (4) consider 
performing additional risk assessments on the indemnity 
calculation aimed at the processes that have the greater risks 
of errors in the calculations . 


| Status (Reached 
I Management 
| Decision} 


of reaching 


In the process 
of reaching 
management 
decision. 


In the process 
of reaching 
management 
decision . 
05401-03-11 


In the process 
of reaching 
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Mr, Aderholt: Please update the table from the fiscal year 2014 QFRs 
showing the amount spent for confidential operational activities for fiscal 
years 2009 through 2013, 

Response: The information requested follows: 


Fiscal 

Year 

Available 

Spent 

2009 

$125, 000 

$77, 654 

2010 

$125, 000 

$88, 451 

2011 

o 

o 

$92,835 

2012 

$125,000 

$96, 979 

2013 

$125,000 

$83, 061 


Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a summary of complaints from the OIG 
Hotline for fiscal year 2013. 


Response: The information requested follows: 


NUMBER OF COMPLAINTS RECEIVED FY 2013 

Type 

Number 

Employee Misconduct 

281 

Participant Fraud 

3, 222 

Wa s t e / M i sma n a gemen t 

4 59 

Health/Safety Problem 

44 

Opinion/ Informat ion 

14 6 

Bribery 

2 

Reprisal 

2 

Total Number of Complaints Received 

4,156 


Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a table showing the number of audit 
reports, investigative reports, indictments, convictions, and lawsuits filed 
for fiscal year 2013. 

Response: The information requested follows: 


Full FY 2013 Results in Key Categories-October i, 20 12 -September 30, 2013 


Audit Reports Issued 

54 

Investigative Reports Issued 

335 

Indictments 

917 

Convictions* 

551 

Lawsuits* * 

20 


■''The period of time to obtain court action on an indictment varies widely; 
therefore the 551 convictions do not necessarily correlate directly to the 
917 indictments. 

** Any civil judicial proceeding filed on behalf of a Government agency that 
results directly and substantially from an OIG investigation. 
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Mr. Aderholt: How were the indictments resolved, and what percent led 
to convictions? Please report for the latest data available. 

Response: For the investigations closed during FY 2013, in which an 

indictment was obtained and wherein all judicial and administrative action 
had been completed, 95 percent of the indictments in those investigations 
led to convictions. It should be noted that indictments may be obtained in 
one fiscal year, while the resulting convictions may not be obtained until 
months later, or longer, due to prosecutorial and judicial processes. 

Mr. Aderholt: Please update the description from the fiscal year 2014 
QFRs of the work the IG is doing in regard to federal, state or industry 
employee whistleblowers. How many open investigations and reviews are 
related to whistleblower complaints 

Response: Currently, OIG does not have any open investigations related 
to allegations of whistleblower reprisal. Any allegations received with 
regard to whistleblower reprisal are coordinated with and/or referred to the 
Office of Special Counsel. In FY 2013, there were a total of 90 open 
investigations and 30 audits initiated resulting from complaints received 
through the OIG Hotline. OIG receives complaints from many sources 
including, but not limited to. Federal and State employees and the general 
public. Any individual who contacts OIG to report an allegation of fraud, 
waste, or abuse is considered a potential whistleblower. Each Hotline 
complaint received is reviewed and a determination made whether the matter 
should be addressed by OIG; referred to the appropriate USDA agency for 
review, response, and appropriate action; or referred to the appropriate 
Federal government agency for any action if deemed appropriate. 

Mr. Aderholt: How many complaints did OIG receive from outside groups 
that are not whistleblower complaints in fiscal years 2010 through 2013? How 
many did OIG consider worthy of further investigation? 

Response: As noted in response to number 53 above, we consider all 
complaints received to be potential whistleblower complaints. However, we do 
track complaints received from public sources through the OIG Hotline as 
follows : 



0 1,000 2,000 3,000 4,000 

i __ . 
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Mr. Aderhoit: Please provide for the record the amounts transferred to 
0.1 G from the Department of Justice Assets Forfeiture fund for fiscal years 
2008 through 2013. Provide an explanation of the use of these funds by QIG. 

Response: As a participating member of the Department of Justice (DOJ) 
Assets Forfeiture Fund, OIG receives funds pursuant to annual allocation 
requests and pursuant to petitions for remission or mitigation. 

Under DOJ' s annual allocations, funds can be requested for program operations 
expenses and investigative expenses. Investigative expenses incurred by OIG 
involve mainly the equipping of conveyances when the DOJ annual allocation 
allows. Program operations expenses include the following: case related 
expenses, joint law enforcement operations, special contract services, 
contracts to identify assets, and training. 

Funds received as a result of petitions for remission or mitigation are 
utilized for law enforcement activities authorized under the Inspector 
General Act. 


Department of Justice 

Fiscal Year 

Petitions 

Annual 

Allocations 

Totals 

2008 

$663, 650 

$1, 640,000 

$2, 303, 650 

2009 

$123, 041 

$2,219,000 

$2, 342,041 

2010 

$145,711 

$2,222,000 

$2, 367, 711 

2011 

$11,663 

$1,683,000 

$1, 694, 663 

2012 

$40,190 

$1,725,000 

$1, 765, 190 

2013 

$0 

$1,614,000 

$1,614,000 


Mr. Aderhoit: Please provide for the record amounts transferred to 0I.G 
from the Department of Treasury Forfeiture Fund for fiscal years 2008 through 
2013. Provide an explanation of the use of these funds by OIG. 

Response: The amounts below represent funds received from petitions 
for remission or mitigation from the Department of Treasury Forfeiture 
Funds. OIG does not receive a separate annual allocation from the Department 
of Treasury. 


Receipt of Petition Funds 

Fiscal Year 

Department of 
Treasury 

2008 

$210, 421 

2009 

$485,279 

2010 

$1, 400, 501 

2011 

$0 

2012 

$52,033 
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Receipt of Petition Funds 

Fiscal Year 

Department of 
Treasury 

2013 

$135, 205 

Totals 

$2,283,439 


Mr. Aderholt: Please provide for the record amounts transferred to 01 
through the granting of a Petition for Remission or Mitigation for fiscal 
years 2008 through 2013. 


Response: The information requested follows; 


Receipt of Petition Funds 

Fiscal Year 

Department of 
Treasury 

Department of 
Justice 

Totals 

2008 

$210, 421 

$663, 650 

$874,071. 

2009 

$485,279 

$123,041 

$608,320 

2010 

$1,400, 501 

$145,711 

$1, 546, 212 

2011 

$0 

$11, 663 

$11,663 

2012 

$52,033 

$40, 190 

$92,223 

2013 

$135,205 

so 

$135, 205 

Totals 

$2, 283, 439 

$984,255 

$3,267, 694 


Mr. Aderholt: Please describe the pay scale for OIG employees. How 
many are entitled to Law Enforcement Officer Pay? How many receive Law 
Enforcement Availability Pay? 

Response; OIG does not have any employees on a special rate pay scale 
OIG employees are either on the GS or ES pay scale. However, 151 of the 
Criminal Investigators (GS 1811) are entitled to Law Enforcement Officer Pay 
which provides them with an additional 25%, pursuant to law and Office of 
Personnel Management (0PM) regulations. OIG uses the Federal locality pay 
scale authorized by OPM for all other employees within the Federal 
Government . 


Mr. Aderholt: Please provide for the record a table showing OIG-owned 
firearms . 


Response: The information requested follows: 


OIG Owned Firearms 
(Inventory as of 03.13.14) 

Type of Firearms 

Number 

.40 cal. semiautomatic pistols 

270 

9mm semiautomatic pistols 

41 

MP-5s 

83 

M4 carbines 

1 5 
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FY 2013 Investigations 


Total 

Millions 

OIG 

Staff 

Years 

i n ves tigati on 
Dollars in 
Millions 

Percentage 

Dollars 
per Agency 

In ves tigat i on 
Staff Years 


QMS 

99 

1 

0 

0 



SEC 

317 

2 

317 

0 

2 

0 









1,525 

10 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Total 

$81, 963 

514 

$41,801 

51% 

252 
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Mr. Aderholt: Please provide for the record a description of the 
latest OIG work relating to the administrative and management functions and 
offices of USDA. 


Response: The following is a description of the latest OIG work 

relating to the administrative and management functions and offices of [JSDA. 


AUDIT WORK CURRENTLY IN PROCESS 

Audit No. | Audit Title 

Brief Objective 

Departmental Management 

50024- 

0001-13 

Review of the 
Department's US 

Bank Purchase Card 
and Convenience 
Check Data 

Determine whether the agency's charge card 
holders are following rules and regulations 
that govern the use of the Department's 

US-Bank purchase and travel charge cards 

89901- 

0001-13 

Review of USDA 
Contractor 

Databases 

Analyze the data in the Integrated Acquisition 
System [IAS] to check for anomalies and to 
ensure that the data are properly and 
accurately reported in accordance with laws 
and regulations. 

91099- 

0002-21 

USDA Strike Force 
Initiative 

Review and evaluate (1) the transfer of ail 
funds from various agencies within the 
Department to Office of Advocacy and Outreach 
(OAQ) that were used for the Strike Force 
Initiative, (2) the approval and disbursement 
of all funds to recipients under the 

StrikeForce Initiative, and (3) the use of 
these funds by recipients and OAQ' s monitoring 
of the recipients' actions. 

91099- 

0003-21 

Eligibility and 
Compliance 
Consideration for 
Section 2501 

Grants Awarded FYs 
2010-2011 

Determine whether the recipients selected by 

OAO to receive grant funds through the Section 
2501 Program in FYs 2010 and 2011 were 
eligible, and that OAO complied with 
applicable regulations in selecting the 
recipients . 

Office of the Assistant Secretary for Civil Rights 

500 99- 
GOO. 1-12 

Review of Selected 
Contract Actions 
in the Office of 
the Assistant 
Secretary for 

Determine if commitments were properly 
authorized by the Office of Assistant 

Secretary for Civil Rights (OASCR) and the 
Office of Procurement and Property 

Management's Procurement Operation Division 
(OPPM-POD) and that personnel adhered to 
Departmental policies and procedures, as well 
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AUDIT WORK CURRENTLY IN PROCESS 

Audit No. 

Audit Title 

Brief Objective 



as the Federal Acquisition Regulations. 

50601- 

0002-21 

Hispanic and Women 
Farmers and 

Ranchers Claim 
Resolution Process 

Determine if the claims review process is 
adequate and functioning, as prescribed, and 
to ensure that funds are distributed only to 
eligible applicants. 

50601- 

0003-21 

In re B1 a ck 

Farmers 

D i s crim ination 
Litigation - 
Adjudicated Claims 

Conduct an audit of the completed In re Black 
Farmers Discrimination Litigation claims 
process to determine if awards were granted to 
eligible claimants. This audit will include 
reviewing a statistical sample of adjudicated 
claims . 

Office of the Chief Financial Officer 

11401- 

SSAE No. 16 Report 
on Controls at NFC 
for October 1, 

2013 to July 1, 

2014 

Obtain reasonable assurance about whether, in 
all material respects, based on suitable 
criteria, (1) management's description of 
National Finance Center (NFC) systems fairly 
presents the systems that were designed and 
implemented throughout the period specified in 
the description, (2) the controls related to 
the control objectives stated in the 
description of NFC systems were suitably 
designed throughout the specified period, and 
(3) the controls operated effectively to 
provide reasonable assurance that the control 
objectives stated in the description of N.FC 
systems were achieved throughout the specified 
period. 

11401- 

0008-11 

Agreed-Upon 
Procedures : 

Employee Benefits, 
Withholdings 
Contributions, and 
Supplemental 
Semiannual 

Headcount 

Reporting 

Submitted to the 
Office of 

Personnel 

Management 

Assist the OPM in assessing the reasonableness 
of the retirement, health benefits, and life 
insurance withholding/contributions, as well 
as semiannual headcount information submitted 
by agencies. 

50099- 

0001-23 

USDA' s Controls 

Over Economy Act 
Transfers for 
Greenbook Programs 

Evaluate the adequacy of management controls 
over the Department's EA transfers, and the 
collection and use of funds under Department- 
wide reimbursable agreements, commonly 
referred to as Greenbook charges. 



After beginning the audit, we expanded our 
review to include an assessment of how the 
Working Capital fund (WCF) is being used and 
managed. This was necessary to address one of 
the items in the Congressional request, and 
also because USDA agencies did not always 
distinguish between EA and WCF transfers. 
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AUDIT WORK CURRENTLY IN PROCESS 

Audit No. 

Audit Title 

Brief Objective 

50024- 

0005-11 

Improper Payments 

El iminat i on and 
Recovery Act 
Compliance Review 
for Fiscal Year 

2013 

Review USDA's fiscal year 2013 Agency 

Financial Report and accompanying material to 
determine if USDA is in compliance with the 
Improper Payments Information Act of 2002, as 
amended by IPERA. In addition, we will 
evaluate USDA's accuracy and completeness of 
reporting; and performance in reducing and 
recapturing improper payments. 

50024- 

0006-11 

Fiscal Year 2013 
Executive Order 
13520, Reducing 
Improper Payments, 
High-Doll ar 
Overpayments 

Reports Review 

Review USDA's fiscal year 2013 quarterly high- 
dollar reports to assess the level of risk 
associated with the applicable programs, 
determine the extent of oversight warranted, 
and provide the agency head with 
recommendations, if any, for modifying the 
agency's recovery and corrective action plans. 

50401- 

0007-11 

Department of 
Agriculture' s 
Financial 

Statements for 
Fiscal Years 2014 
and 2013 

Determine whether the financial statements 
present fairly, in all material aspects, in 
accordance with accounting principles. 

Office of the Chief Information Officer 

50501- 

0005-12 

CIGIE Cloud 
Computing 

Initiative - 
Status of Cloud- 
Computing 

Environment within 
the US DA 

Evaluate each selected agency's efforts to 
adopt cloud-computing technologies and to 
review executed contracts between agencies and 
cloud service providers for compliance with 
applicable standards. This audit is directly 
related to a CIGIE IT initiative to look at 
cloud computing in multiple Federal agencies. 

50501- 

0006-12 

FY 2014 Federal 
Information 

Security 

Management Act 
Report 

Evaluate the status of USDA's overall IT 
security program by evaluating (1) the 
effectiveness of the Department's oversight of 
agencies' IT security programs, and compliance 
with FISMA; (2) agencies' systems of internal 
controls over IT assets; (3) the Department's 
progress in establishing a Departmentwide 
security program, which includes effective 
certifications and accreditations; (4) 
agencies' and the Department's POA&M 
consolidation and reporting process; and (5) 
effectiveness of controls over configuration 
management, incident response, IT training, 
remote access management, identity and access 
management, continuous monitoring, contingency 
planning, contractor systems, and capital 
planning . 

88501- 

0002-12 

Management and 
Security over 

USDA's Universal 
Telecommunications 
Network (UTN) 

Determine whether the Department's UTN is 
configured, managed, and ultimately secured in 
accordance with Departmental, OMB, and NIST 
guidance. 
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Mr. Aderholt : Please provide for the record a description of the 
latest 01 G work relating to each of US DA agencies, including the U.S. Forest 
Service . 

Response: Following is a table of audit work currently in process. 
Some assignments are identified in response to your question 61, above, on 
OIG work relating to USDA administrative and management functions so the 
information is not duplicated in response to this question. Following this 
table are summaries of audits completed since our last testimony (March 2013) 
relating to the USDA agencies. As requested, we have included audits 
conducted in the FS. The information is current as of March 13, 2014. 

Issued OIG audit reports are available on our Web site at 
http: //w w w . u s da . gov/oig/rptsaudits . htm . 


AUDIT WORK CURRENTLY IN PROCESS 

j Audit No. 

I Audit Title 

[ Brief Objective 

| Agricultural Marketing Service 

01601-0001-41 

AMS Procurement 
and Inspection 
of Fruits and 
Vegetables 

Evaluate whether AMS has adequate controls 
to ensure fruits and vegetables are procured 
in compliance with Federal purchasing 
regulations and products are timely and 
effectively inspected. 


Agricult 

urai Research Service 

02601-0001-21 

Adequacy of 
Controls to 
Prevent the 
Release of 
Sensitive 
Technology 

Determine if ARS has designed and 
implemented controls OIG recommended in its 
2005 audit [02601-01-Ch] to ensure sensitive 
technology has not been susceptible to 
questionable transfer. 

| Farm Service Agency 

03501-0001-12 

Review of Farm 
Service Agency' s 
Initiative to 
Modernize and 
Innovate the 
Delivery of 
Agricultural 
Systems (MIDAS) 

Determine the effectiveness and efficiency 
of the Farm Service Agency's (FSA) MIDAS 
project. Specifically, we will evaluate the 
current project's status and timeline, 
funding, information technology security, 
and system performance. 

03601-0001-22 

FSA Compliance 
Activities 

Determine if FSA' s compliance activities are 
adequate to achieve effective and efficient 
operations, ensure compliance with laws and 
regulations, and ensure government resources 
are used to achieve intended program 
results. Evaluate the impacts of staff and 
budget cuts on the agency's compliance 
activities and follow up on 
recommendations in our prior audit 
report FSA Compliance Activities , dated 
September 2005 (03601-12-Ch) . 

03601-0002-22 

Economic 

Adj ustment 
Assistance to 
Users of Upland 
Cotton 

Review the implementation and the 
effectiveness of the program in 
accomplishing its intended goals. 

03702-0001-31 

Noninsured Crop 

Evaluate FSA' s management controls to ensure 
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AUDIT WORK CURRENTLY IN PROCESS 

Audit No. 

Audit Title 

Brief Objective 


Disaster 

Assistance 

Program (NAP) 

the NAP is effectively and properly 
implemented in accordance with laws, 
regulations, policies, and procedures. This 
includes FSA's controls to ensure 
participant and crop- eligibility for NAP, 
controls to ensure accuracy of the 
information used to calculate participant's 
loss guarantees and loss payments, and 
controls in place to cover payment and 
income limitations. 

03702-0001-32 

Livestock Forage 
Disaster Program 
(LFP) 

Determine whether existing procedures and 
practices are appropriate to ensure that LFP 
objectives are achieved. Specifically, we 
will assess and test whether producers meet 
eligibility requirements, producers complied 
with program requirements, payments are 
accurately computed and properly paid, and 
compliance operations are effective. 

Rural Housing Service 

04601-0001-31 

RD Single Family 
Housing (SFH) 
Direct Loan 
Servicing and 
Payment 

Assistance 

Recapture 

Review the servicing of direct SFH loans and 
determine if the Centralized Servicing 

Center correctly computes the amount of 
payment assistance recapture. 

Risk Management Agency 

05401-0004-11 

Federal Crop 
Insurance 
Corporation/Risk 
Management 

Agency' s 

Financial 
Statements for 
Fiscal Years 

2014 and 2013 

Determine whether the financial statements 
present fairly, in all material aspects, in 
accordance with accounting principles. 

05601-0001-22 

Risk Management 
Agency National 
Program 

Operations 

Reviews (NPOR) 

Assess whether RMA NPORs reasonably 
determine .if the Alps are substantially in 
compliance with laws, regulations, the 

Standard Reinsurance Agreement, associated 
Appendices, and approved Federal Crop 

Insurance Corporation policies and 
procedures . 

05601-0002-31 

Federal Crop 
Insurance 

Program - 
Enterprise Units 

Evaluate the effectiveness of the design and 
execution of enterprise units within the 
Federal Crop Insurance Program. 

Commodity Credit Corporation j 

0 64 01 -0004 -11 

Commodity Credit 
Corporation' s 
Financial 
Statements for 
Fiscal Years 

Determine whether the financial statements 
present fairly, in all material aspects, in 
accordance with accounting principles. 
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AUDIT WORK CURRENTLY IN PROCESS 

. .. 

Audit No. 

Audit Title 

Brief Objective 


2014 and 2013 


Foreign Agricultural Service 

07601-0001-22 

Private 

Voluntary 

Organization 

Grant Fund 
Accountability 

Evaluate whether FAS has adequate internal 
controls to ensure that PVOs are making 
proper use of program funds to efficiently 
and effectively operate Food for Progress 
Program agreements and achieve program 
objectives . 

07601-0001-23 

Assess the 
Effectiveness of 
the Export 

Credit Guarantee 
Program 

Assess whether FAS has effectively 
implemented the Export Credit Guarantee 

Program to meet the Department's trade 
strategic goal and whether FAS has adequate 
controls to ensure the program is 
effectively administered in accordance with 
program regulations, policies, and 
procedures . 


Forest Service 

08601-0001-31 

Forest Service 
Oversight and 
Compliance 
Activities 

Determine .if FS's oversight and compliance 
activities are adequate to manage and 
achieve intended program, results. 

08601-0002-41 

FS Firefighting 
Cost Share 
Agreements with 
Non-Federal 
Entities 

Evaluate the adequacy of the Forest Service's 
controls surrounding the administration of 
cost-share agreements. 

Rural Utilities Service 

09703-0002-22 

Review of Water 
and Waste 

Disposal Loan 
and Grant 

Program 

Determine if a water and sewer company 
appropriately used USDA funds related to its 
most recent projects. 

Natural Resources Conservation Service 

10401-0004-11 

Natural 

Resources 
Conservation 
Service' s 
Financial 
Statements for 
Fiscal Year 2014 

Determine whether the financial statements 
present fairly, in all material aspects, in 
accordance with accounting principles. 

10601-0001-23 

NRCS Controls 

Over Land 
Valuations for 
Conservation 
Easements 

Evaluate the adequacy of NRCS' controls over 
the land valuation process for conservation 
easements . 
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AUDIT WORK CURRENTLY IN PROCESS 

Audit. No. 

Audit Title 

Brief Objective 

10601-0001-31 

E n v i ronnent a 1 
Quality 

Incentives 

Program (EQIP) 

Evaluate NRCS' management controls to ensure 
EQIP is effectively and properly 
implemented, in accordance with laws, 
regulations, policies, and procedures. 

10601-0001-32 

Controls over 
the Conservation 
Stewardship 
Program 

Determine whether NRCS has adequate controls 
over the program. Specifically, we will 
evaluate the accuracy of eligibility 
determinations and payments, plus producer 
compliance with CSP requirements. 

10601-0002-31 

NRCS 

Conservation 

Easement 

Compliance 

Determine whether NRCS' conservation 
easement monitoring and non-compliance 
management policies and procedures are 
adequate and functioning as intended to 
ensure compliance with NRCS' conservation 
easement provisions and appropriate actions 
are taken when non-compliance is identified. 

Food Safety inspection Service 

24601-0001-23 

Implementation 
of the Public 
Health 

Information 

System for 

Domestic 

Inspection 

Evaluate the progress of FSIS' 
implementation of the domestic inspection 
portion of PHIS. 

24601-0004-31 

FSIS Ground 

Turkey 

Inspection and 
Safety Protocols 

Review the inspection of ground turkey, 
including sampling and testing protocols, to 
evaluate the effectiveness of the program. 

Food and Nutrition Service 

27004-0001-22 

States' Food 

Costs for the 

WIC Programs 

Evaluate the factors that cause high average 
food costs and costs per participant reported 
for various states within the WIC program. We 
also plan to evaluate FNS oversight 
activities for monitoring program costs. 

27401-0004-21 

Food Nutrition 
Service' s 
Financial 
Statements for 
Fiscal Years 

2014 and 2013 

Determine whether the financial statements 
present fairly, in all material aspects, in 
accordance with accounting principles. 

27601-0001-41 

National School 
Lunch and 
Breakfast 

Programs 

Evaluate the methods FNS is using to lower 
the error rates for both the NSLP and the 
School Breakfast Program. 

27601-0002-41 

SNAP Error Rate 

Determine whether FNS and the State agencies 
have adequate controls in place to ensure 
that SNAP error rates are accurately 
determined, the appropriate actions are taken 
to reduce the error rates, and errors are 
timely corrected when detected. 

Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service 
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AUDIT WORK CURRENTLY IN PROCESS 

Audit No . 

Audit Title 

Brief Objective 

33601-0001-23 

Plant Protection 
Quarantine 
Preclearance 
Program 

Evaluate the controls and processes 
governing the Preclearance program. 

33601-0001-41 

APHIS Oversight 
of Research 
Facilities 

Evaluate the adequacy of animal care 
inspections and the Institutional Animal 

Care and Use Committee's review of research 
facilities . 

33601-0002-41 

APHIS Wildlife 
Services - 
Wildlife Damage 
Management 

Determine whether wildlife damage management 
activities were justified and effective. 

Rural Business-Cooperative Service 

34601-0001-31 

Rural Business- 
Cooperative 
Service (RBS) 
Grant Programs - 
Duplication 

Evaluate RBS grant and loan programs 
administered by RD to determine if there is 
duplication . 

Multi-Agency 

50601-0001-32 

Controls Over 

APHIS' 

Introduction of 
Genetically 
Engineered 
Organisms 

Determine whether APHIS has established 
adequate controls over the introduction of 
genetically engineered 

(GE) organisms. Assess controls to minimize 
the inadvertent release of GE organisms and 
provide reasonable assurance that movements 
and releases of GE organisms in the 
environment are in accordance with laws and 
regulations. Fol.low-up on recommendations 
made in a prior report. 

50601-0001-41 

RD Procurement 
Controls 

Determine if goods and services were being 
procured efficiently and effectively. 

50601-0003-31 

USDA Beginning 
Farmers and 
Ranchers 

Programs 

To evaluate the Department's activities 
related to beginning farmer and rancher 
benefits. In general, we will, review whether 
the classification is being applied 
properly, whether the benefits of that 
classification are going to eligible 
participants and are not duplicated, and if 
outreach efforts for beginning farmers and 
ranchers are adequate. 

50703-0002-10 

Lessons Learned 
- American 
Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act 
of 2009, Roll-up 
of OIG Work 
Performed in 

USDA Agencies 
and Program 

Areas 

Identify the crosscutting themes, lessons 
learned, and conclusions made by a majority 
of the work we performed on the Recovery 

Act. Highlight OIG and the Department 
efforts to improve USDA policy, procedures, 
and practices for all programs to ensure 
Federal funds are used effectively. 
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AUDIT 

WORK CURRENTLY IN PROCESS 

Audit No. 

Audit 

Title 


Brief Objective 




Rl 

ral Development 

O 

o 

o 

o 

kCi 

RD's F 

inancial 


Determine whether the financial statements 


Staterr 

ents for 


present fairly, in all material aspects, in 


Fiscal 

Years 


accordance with accounting principles. 


2014 a 

nd 2013 




The following is a list of released audit reports, sorted by mission area. 
Farm and Foreign .Agricultural Services 

Farm Service Agency (FSA) 

Fiscal Year 2012 Farm Service Agency Farm Assistance Program Payments 
Report 03401-0002-11 
Issued July 2, 2013 

OIG assessed whether the FSA properly recorded and supported payments made 
during fiscal year 2012 through its various farm assistance programs. 

We determined that FSA did not properly record and adequately support all 
fiscal year 2012 FSA program payments. We identified errors related to 12 of 
the 80 FSA program payments in our statistical sample of farm assistance 
program payments FSA made in fiscal year 2012. These errors occurred 
primarily because FSA' s internal controls over the Supplemental Revenue 
Assistance Payments (SURE) program's manual payment calculation process did 
not prevent the data errors from occurring. Personnel at county offices made 
errors when inputting the data into the manual workbook used to calculate the 
payments, and second-party reviewers did not identify these errors. FSA has 
agreed that these 12 errors resulted in improper payments of $80, 480, and has 
initiated or completed appropriate corrective actions for all errors. 

However, based on the results of these 80 sampled payments, we estimated that 
a total of about $17 million of FSA' s program payments were improper. Our 
review identified that. FSA' s rate of improper payments was 2.3 percent, an 
increase from the 1.4 percent rate we identified in an audit of payments FSA 
made in fiscal year 2011. 

We recommend that FSA officials strengthen controls by emphasizing the 
importance of second-party reviews, and develop and implement a checklist to 
verify the integrity of SURE workbook inputs. FSA agreed with our 
recommendation . 


R isk Management Agency 

Controls Over Prevented Planting 
Report 05601-0001-31 
Issued September 3, 2013 

The Risk Management 
Program, which paid 
were prevented from 
determined that RMA 
more cost effective 
and. to make eligibi 


Agency (RMA) administers the Federal Crop Insurance 
approximately $4.6 billion in claims from producers who 
planting insured crops from 2008 through 2011. OIG 
needs to improve the prevented planting provisions to be 
; to encourage producers to plant a crop, where possible; 
iity criteria more objective and clear. Specifically, we 
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found that, out of concern for covering a producer's preplanting costs in all 
cases, RMA set current prevented planting coverage levels above the 
percentages of guarantees that insureds needed to cover average preplanning 
costs. As a result, by establishing coverage levels that provided over 
$480 million in potentially excessive payments, we believe that RMA 
inadvertently provided incentives to actively encourage prevented planting 
claims. Further, when RMA designed its policy for assigning a yield when a 
producer is prevented from planting a crop and opts to not plant a second 
crop, it may have misinterpreted whether being prevented from planting should 
impact certain insurance calculations. Under the current policy, producers 
planted a second crop on only 0.1 percent of prevented planting acres. 

Also, we found that loss adjusters did not fully document and support 
eligibility for over $43 million in prevented planting payments. RMA needs to 
improve its guidance to better hold approved insurance providers accountable 
and prevent acres that are regularly too wet for crop production from 
receiving prevented planting coverage. 

RMA should bring prevented planting coverage levels and preplanting costs 
consistently in line for each crop. RMA should also seek guidance on whether 
it can assign a prevented planting yield for insurance calculation purposes 
when a second crop is not planted, and take action accordingly. Finally, RMA 
needs to improve its criteria for determining if acres are available for 
planting, arid emphasize that the determination must be supported and 
verified. The agency generally agreed with our eight recommendations. 

Financial Statements for Fiscal Years 2013 and 2012 
Report 05401-0003-11 
Issued December 12, 2013 

Independent auditor KPMG audited Federal Crop Insurance Corporation /Risk. 
Management Agency's (FCIC/RMA) financial statements for fiscal years 2013 and 
2012 and issued an unmodified opinion, finding that FCIC/RMA' s financial 
position and related budgetary concerns were presented fairly and in 
accordance with generally accepted accounting principles. Concerning 
FCIC/RMA' s internal control structure over financial reporting, the auditor 
identified one significant deficiency In FCIC/RMA' s estimated losses on 
insurance claims calculation. KPMG considered this to be a material 
weakness. FCIC/RMA generally acknowledged the significant deficiency 
discussed in this report and is implementing corrective action. 

Commodity Credit Corpo r at i on 

Financial Statements for Fiscal Years 2013 and 2012 
Report 06401-0003-11 
Issued December 5, 2013 

CliftonLarsonAllen (CLA) audited the CCC's financial statements for fiscal 
years 2013 and 2012 and issued an unmodified opinion, finding that CCC’s 
financial position and related budgetary concerns were presented fairly and 
in accordance with generally accepted accounting principles. Concerning 
CCC’s internal control structure over financial reporting, the auditor 
identified two significant deficiencies in CCC’s funds control and controls 
over child agency financial reporting. CLA considered the first significant 
deficiency to be a material weakness. CCC generally acknowledged the 
significant deficiencies discussed in this report and is implementing 
corrective action. 
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Foreign Agricultural Service (FAS) 

Effectiveness of FAS' Recent Efforts to Implement Measurable Strategies 
Aligned to the Department's Trade Promotion and Policy Goals 
Report 50601-0001-22 
Issued March 29, 2013 

OIG evaluated the FAS efforts to develop and implement measurable strategies 
and actions that are effectively aligned with the USDA' s overall goals for 
trade policy and promotion. The Government Performance and Results Act 
requires each executive agency to create a strategic plan with outcome- 
related goals and objectives, and the Government Accountability Office 
recommends that agencies establish quantifiable performance measures in order 
to gauge progress. Although FAS recently updated its Strategic Plan to 
include measurable goals and objectives, these goals and objectives (which 
measure the dollar value of exports) do not present the whole picture of how 
FAS' actions are affecting the global market for American agricultural goods. 
FAS' measures are not outcome-based and do not show how the United States is 
performing in a given market compared to its competitors. OIG acknowledges 
that developing outcome-based performance measures for FAS' trade efforts is 
difficult, but we maintain that a change in U.S. market share is an outcome- 
based measure that would be of great use to policymakers. 

Additionally, FAS has not updated its Country Strategy Statements (CSS) , 

USDA' s Global Market Strategy (GMS), or its corresponding performance 
measures in the Department's Performance and Accountability Report (PAR) to 
align with the goals and objectives contained in the new Strategic Plan. By 
working with the Department to improve measures that are reported in the PAR, 
FAS can increase transparency in USDA reporting and show how FAS, in reaching 
its goals, is contributing to USDA' s overarching goal of increasing 
prosperity in rural communities. 

FAS should refine its performance measures to contextualize changes in U.S. 
agricultural exports as part of U.S. market share in the global market place. 
FAS should also incorporate clear, outcome-based performance measures into 
the 2013 CSS, work with the Department to update the GMS to align with FAS 
and USDA strategic goals, and update the performance measures related to 
trade policy and trade promotion in Departmental planning and reporting 
documents. FAS agreed with all recommendations. 

Recovery Act - Trade Adjustment Assistance for 
Farmers Program 
Report 50703-0001-23 
Issued October 18, 2013 

OIG audited FAS, FSA, and the National Institute of Food and Agriculture’s 
(NIFA) administration of the Trade Adjustment Assistance for Farmers (TAAF) 
Program and assessed the agencies' implementation of program requirements. 

The TAAF Program is administered by three agencies: FAS, the lead oversight 
agency; FSA, which approves producer applications and makes payments to 
producers; and NIFA, which provides training and technical assistance for 
producers. While we found that FAS reported information, such as the amount 
of funding spent, on Recovery.gov as required, we found issues with the 
remaining objectives: agencies did not have the appropriate controls in place 
to ensure that TAAF Program participants were eligible, payments were 
accurate, or oversight was sufficient. Specifically, FAS did not return 
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unobligated and unneeded fiscal year (FY) 2009 TAAF Program funds to the 
Treasury, which amounted to approximately $65.1 million. Further, FAS 
granted a broad approval for all eligible producers of five commodities in 
specified counties or States, called price pre-certifications. However, we 
found that two price pre-certifications did not meet eligibility criteria 
because FAS did not sufficiently analyze documentation. As a result, 13 of 
37 producers we reviewed did not individually show a price decline and 
received approximately $64,600. FAS also did not effectively monitor or 
review FSA' s administration of the program, which allowed 85 producers to 
receive approximately $284,000 in benefits to which they were not entitled; 
however, we only identified approximately $85,000 of these funds. Also, we 
found that N I FA did not ensure that the TAAF Program database was compliant 
with Federal information system security requirements. 

FAS should review its financial accounts for unused funds. Further, if this 
program is funded after FY 2013, FAS should strengthen its eligibility 
process and perform ongoing oversight reviews. FSA should review the records 
of producers that refused submission to OIG, include the program as part of 
its annual review, and implement stronger controls over its manual override 
process. NIFA should immediately complete the certification and 
accreditation process for the program database and implement interim 
procedures until completed. FAS and FSA generally agreed with our 
recommendations. Initially, NIFA disagreed with our recommendations, but 
after subsequent discussions with OIG, NIFA agreed to implement procedures 
requiring certification and accreditation for future program databases. 

Section 632(a) Transfer of Funds from USAID to CJSDA for Afghanistan 
Report 50601-0002-16 
Issued February 6, 2014 

OIG evaluated FAS' monitoring and oversight controls over Section 632(a) 
funds for capacity-building projects in Afghanistan. 

In June 2010, the U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID) 
transferred $86.3 million to USDA for capacity-building activities in 
Afghanistan. OIG found that senior managers at FAS were aware of general 
control weaknesses .in 2010 before first receiving the funding, and hired a 
consulting firm to review FAS processes for managing Section 632(a) funds 
from USAID. Although the firm identified several deficiencies in its report, 
issued in October 2010, FAS did not adequately implement corrective actions 
to strengthen its control environment before accepting the funds from USAID. 
Specifically, we found that FAS had not implemented performance monitoring 
plans for all projects until over two years after the first project began, 
which meant that FAS did not have adequate methods to monitor recipient 
accomplishment of program goals and objectives. Also, FAS did not finalize 
or implement a grant management structure that would facilitate effective 
monitoring of recipients' fund use. This occurred because FAS manager's and 
senior officials did not clearly understand who was responsible for 
correcting control deficiencies and implementing recommendations. 
Additionally, FAS did not identify or adopt procedures from its other program 
areas to assist in the monitoring and oversight. Without adequate management 
controls in place, FAS cannot effectively monitor Section 632 (a) -funded 
projects in Afghanistan, and faces difficulty in providing adequate assurance 
that the funds are effectively accomplishing program goals. We did not 
identify any instances where transferred funds were not used in accordance 
with the Memorandum of Agreement or the cooperative agreement. 
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We recommended that FAS forego accepting further Section 632(a) funds until 
it has fully implemented a formal monitoring and evaluation process and a 
grants management structure. FAS also needed to implement the 
recommendations outlined in the consulting firm's review. FAS generally 
agreed with all recommendations. 

Food, Nutrition , and Consumer Services 


Food and Nutrition Service 


Recovery Act Performance Measures for the 
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program 
Report 27703-0002-22 
Issued March 28, 2013 

OIG initiated this audit to determine whether FNS performance measures 
effectively measured its achievement in accomplishing the SNAP Recovery Act 
goals . 

FNS, with USDA and 0MB approval, implemented four performance measures to 
evaluate its implementation of the Recovery Act for SNAP. However, we found 
these measures were not designed to effectively evaluate how the additional 
funding achieved the Recovery Act goals of assisting those most impacted by 
the recession, stabilizing State government nutrition program budgets for 
essential services, and stimulating the economy. Two of the four measures 
also appear in the Department's Strategic Plan for fiscal years (FYs) 2010 
through 2015, which will remain in effect after Recovery Act funding ends. 

FNS officials explained that they selected the four performance measures 
because 0MB urged agencies to use measures they were already using for 
regular operations. FNS believed the Recovery Act goals naturally aligned 
with its pre-existing program goals for SNAP. However, according to 0MB, it 
is ultimately FNS' responsibility to develop and report on performance 
measures that, provide transparency to enable the American public to see the 
results of their investment from Recovery Act funding. 

Specifically, we found three of the four measures did not measure outcomes 
that assessed how well the additional funds achieved the Recovery Act goals. 
Instead, three of these performance measures reflected outputs, such as the 
dollar amount of benefits issued and administrative costs expended. The one 
outcome performance measure, which deals with food insecurity, did not 
directly measure the impact of Recovery Act funds, because it did not measure 
how well SNAP assisted those most impacted by the recession. As a result, 

FNS had not assessed or reported on the use of the approximately $45.5 
billion in additional SNAP funds to show the American taxpayer, in terms of 
the established goals, what was received for the Recovery Act. investments. 

We recommended that FNS establish outcome-based performance measures for SNAP 
in the USDA Strategic Plan. However, FNS stated that they cannot define 
outcome measures specific to SNAP, because of the complexity of measuring 
program impacts on participants. We accepted FNS' management decision. 

Vendor Management in the Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, 

Infants, and Children 
Report 27601-0038-Ch 
Issued March 29, 2013 
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OIG audited FNS' controls over vendor management and participant eligibility 
in WIC. 

OIG found that FNS management evaluations (MEs) did not identify and correct 
significant issues in the vendor management processes at two State agencies 
operating WIC. These agencies lacked sufficient controls to track vendor 
violations for 42 vendors (2 in Illinois and 40 in Florida), and ensure 
timely and appropriate sanctions. As a result, these vendors were not 
disqualified, as required, and could redeem an estimated $6.6 million in WIC 
benefits during their required periods of disqualification. Also, the 
Florida State agency did not conduct compliance investigations on 24 of its 
35 high-risk vendors, and did not treat smaller vendors in an equitable 
manner with large chain stores. These deficiencies could allow vendor 
violations, including excessive charges and the sale of unauthorized food 
items, to go undetected. 

We also found that the Illinois State agency did not disqualify 3 of the 11 
WIC vendors that were also disqualified from SNAP during a 3 year period. If 
these vendors are not disqualified, we estimate that they could redeem 
approximately $51,000 in WIC food instruments that they are not authorized to 
redeem. 

We concluded that the Michigan State agency properly monitored vendors. We 
note that Michigan uses an EBT system, while Illinois and Florida still use 
paper food instruments. Michigan's system uses the same device to process 
SNAP and WIC food instruments and removes it when a vendor is disqualified 
from one program-thereby ensuring reciprocal disqualification. 

FNS should perform an assessment of its ME process, and periodically reassess 
and update its ME guidance. FNS should also require that the State agencies 
disqualify the violating vendors we identified, require that they strengthen 
their controls over vendors, and require the timely reciprocal 
disqualification of WIC vendors that have been disqualified from SNAP. FNS 
agreed to the recommended corrective actions. 

Overlap and Duplication in Food and Nutrition Service's Nutrition Programs 

Report 27001-0001-10 
Issued June 13, 2013 

OIG assessed the FNS nutrition programs to identify potential overlap and 
duplication. 

OIG identified that the potential for overlap and duplication exists among 
FNS’ 15 nutrition programs, and determined that FNS may be duplicating its 
efforts by providing participants total benefits in excess of 1.00 percent of 
daily nutritional needs when households and/or individuals participate in 
more than one FNS program simultaneously . 

Over the years, Congress has directed FNS to establish a variety of separate 
nutrition assistance programs, with a variety of purposes, objectives, and 
client bases. With the growing rate of food insecurity among U.S. households 
and significant pressures on the Federal budget, it is important to 
understand how food assistance programs complement one another as a safety 
net, and how services from these 15 individual programs may be inefficient, 
due to overlap and duplication. FNS, ’working with Congress and through the 
budget process, has made attempts to obtain efficiency in its nutrition 
assistance programs. However, FNS has not performed overarching assessments 
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to evaluate how effectively and efficiently the programs operate together as 
the Nation's nutritional safety net. OIG concluded that FNS could 
potentially achieve cost savings by taking actions to eliminate duplication 
and overlap in its nutrition assistance programs. However, FNS contends that 
such an assessment would be costly. Since FNS could not quantify the cost, 
the agency should determine the resources that would be required to conduct 
such a study. Then, FNS should determine whether it has the resources to 
conduct the study or whether additional appropriated funding will be 
required. While FNS believes that the network of nutrition assistance 
programs that make up the national nutritional safety net reflects Congress' 
recognition of a diversity of needs, FNS generally agreed with our 
recommendations . 

We recommended that FNS determine and document the requirements for 
conducting a study, to identify and determine the extent to which overlap and 
duplication may exist in FNS' nutritional assistance programs. We also 
recommended that FNS determine whether it has the resources necessary to 
conduct the assessment of the potential overlap of its nutrition programs or 
whether additional funding will be necessary to complete the assessment. FNS 
agreed with these corrective actions and .is working to implement them. 

Recovery Act Impacts on SNAP Phase II 
Report 27703-0001-22 
Issued June 13, 2013 

OIG reviewed FNS' internal controls for Recovery Act SNAP administrative 
funding to ensure that funds were spent for allowable costs, in accordance 
with applicable requirements. 


The Recovery Act provided additional funds for SNAP administrative costs. 

OIG found that while FNS made Recovery Act administrative funds available 
timely for States to use, FNS did not provide adequate accounting guidance, 
coordination, and oversight to ensure States fully complied with transparency 
and accountability requirements. 

Four of six reviewed States did not separately account for Recovery Act funds 
for SNAP administrative expenditures. State officials indicated they either 
did not fully understand the accounting requirements or believed them too 
cumbersome. Although FNS did provide instruction on how to report Recovery 
Act funds used, it did not provide adequate guidance to assist States in how 
to maintain separate identity of Recovery Act expenditures. Also, FNS' 
Financial Management Review process did not disclose that States were unable 
to comply with transparency requirements. Due to the lack of separate 
accounting, we were unable to gather sufficient evidence in accordance with 
generally accepted government auditing standards to conclude on the propriety 
of State uses of Recovery Act SNAP funds for administrative costs. 

We also found that two States used funds from one fiscal year to pay for 
expenses incurred in a different fiscal year, and a third State used funds 
after: the obligation periods had expired. In addition, one county 
inappropriately used funds for payroll costs not associated with SNAP. As a 
result, we identified $470,272 in unallowable expenditures that should be 
recovered, FNS agreed with our recommendations. 

Controls for Authorizing Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program Retailers 

Report 27601-0001-31 
Issued July 31, 2013 
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in light of news articles on SNAP trafficking, OIG audited the controls that 
FNS uses for authorizing, reauthorizing, and disqualifying retailers that 
participate in SNAP. 

OIG found that FNS does not have clear procedures and guidance to carry out 
key oversight and enforcement activities to address SNAP retailer fraud, or 
adequate authority to prevent multiple instances of fraud— either by a 
particular owner or within a particular location. In addition, FNS regional 
offices put their limited resources towards other activities, such as 
retailer authorization, rather than assessing and enforcing retailer 
penalties. These issues occurred because FNS has not yet comprehensively 
updated its regulations and guidance to reflect the changed fraud risks that 
accompanied the transition from a stamp-based benefit system to the 
Electronic Benefit Transfer (EBT) system. This has led to a retailer 
authorization process without clear roles and responsibilities for different 
FNS divisions, inadequate supervisory reviews, and fragmented access to 
important documents. Finally, FNS does not require retailers to undergo 
self -initiated criminal background checks. Although FNS has recently taken 
several steps to strengthen oversight— such as creating new policy for high- 
risk retailers and increasing denial rates for business integrity issues— 
without a proper authorization framework, we found that problems often went 
undetected or unaddressed. 

As a result, the integrity of SNAP is at risk because FNS does not 
consistently provide deterrents for trafficking. From a sample of 316 
locations, we found that FNS did not properly determine potentially $6.7 
million in penalties, and authorized 51 ineligible store owners, who redeemed 
over $5.3 million in benefits since 2006. In addition, we identified 586 
owners allowed to continue participating in SNAP at other locations after 
being permanently disqualified and 90 retail locations that had two or more 
firms permanently disqualified. 

OIG recommended that FNS should comprehensively review its policies and 
procedures, seek legislative change to retain a portion of retailer 
penalties, require background checks for retailers, strengthen internal 
guidance, make improvements to its automated retailer data system, create and 
strengthen safeguards for high-risk stores, and require more supervisory 
reviews. FNS should also review the owners we identified to determine if 
they need to be penalized or disqualified from SNAP. OIG accepted management 
decision on 12 of the 20 recommendations; however, further action from the 
agency is needed before management decision can be reached for the other 
recommendations . 


Food and Nutrition Service's Financial Statements for Fiscal Years 2013 and 

2012 

Report 27401-0003-21 
Issued December 6, 2013 

OIG performed the annual audit of FNS' financial statements for fiscal years 
2013 and 2012. 

FNS received an unmodified opinion from OIG's audit of the FNS consolidated 
financial statements. We determined that the agency's financial statements 
for the Fiscal Years 2013 and 2012 present fairly, in ail material respects, 
FNS' financial position as of September 30, 2013 and 2012, and that they 
conform with accounting principles generally accepted in the United States of 
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America, This includes the agency's net costs, changes in net position, and 
statements of budgetary resources. 

Our consideration of FNS' internal control over financial reporting 
identified no significant deficiencies or material weaknesses. However, our 
consideration of compliance with laws and regulations noted an instance of 
noncompliance with the Improper Payments Elimination and Recovery Act of 
2010. This report did not include any recommendations. 

Food Safety 


rood Safety and Inspection Service 

FSIS E. coii Testing of Boxed Beef 
Report 24601-0003-31 
Issued March 22, 2013 

OIG audited FSIS to determine how effectively the agency was testing boxed 
beef items that downstream processors used for ground beef production. 

OIG found that FSIS needs to re-evaluate its E. coli testing methodology, as 
it relates to the downstream processing of boxed beef products. FSIS tests 
product designated as ground beef or likely to become ground beef, but they 
do not sample all boxed beef product. Some downstream processors grind such 
boxes of unsampled cuts of beef without sampling it for E. coli prior to 
grinding. Sim.ila.rly, "retail exempt establishments"— grocery stores, butcher 
shops, etc.- potentially grind their own ground beef; but unlike Federally 
inspected plants, FSIS does not sample and test bench trim at these 
establishments for E. coli. FSIS does have a program for periodically 
testing the final ground beef products at downstream processors and retail 
exempt establishments before it enters commerce. Also, FSIS is not testing 
tenderized meat products for £’. coli, despite several recent recalls. 

FSIS has recently transitioned to its new Public Health Information System 
(PHIS), which relies, in part, on correct profile information to accomplish 
such tasks as sending inspectors E. coli sampling requests. However, we 
found some establishments had incorrect profile information, resulting in 
incorrect requests for sampling. This profile error caused FSIS not to 
sample one establishment's "other ground beef components" for over 4 years. 
However, FSIS did sample the qround product before .it left: the plant. 

Lastly, not all plants we reviewed had adequate records for tracing source 
material back to the originating slaughter establishment. Such information 
is crucial during a recall. 

We recommended that FSIS take additional steps to ensure that beef to be 
ground throughout the production process— from Federally inspected slaughter- 
establishments to .local grocery stores~be subject to FSIS sampling and 
testing for E. coli . The agency agreed with all 12 recommendations. 

FSIS— Inspection and Enforcement Activities at Swine Slaughter Plants 
Report 24601-0001-41 
Issued May 9, 2013 

OIG performed this audit to identify areas of risk in the FSIS inspection of 
swine plants, evaluate FSIS' controls over food safety and. humane handling, 
and determine if appropriate enforcement actions were taken against plants 
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that violated the cederai Meat Inspection Act (FMIA) and the Humane Method o 
Slaughter Act (HMSA5 . 

OIG found that FSIS r enforcement policies do not deter swine slaughter plant 
from becoming repeat violators of FMIA, which resulted in plants that 
repeatedly violated the same regulations with little or no consequence. In 
of the 30 plants we visited, inspectors did not always examine the internal 
organs of carcasses in accordance with FSIS inspection requirements, or did 
not take enforcement actions against plants that violated food safety 
regulations. As a result, there is reduced assurance of FSIS inspectors 
effectively identifying pork that should not enter the food supply. 

OIG also found that FSIS inspectors did not take appropriate enforcement 
actions at 8 of the 30 swine slaughter plants we visited for violations of 
the HMSA. We reviewed 158 humane handling noncoitipliance records (violations 
issued to the 30 plants and found 10 instances of egregious violations where 
inspectors did not issue suspensions. As a result, the plants did not 
improve their slaughter practices, and FSIS could not ensure humane handling 
of swine. 

In addition, FSIS could not determine whether the goals of their pilot 
program-Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Point (HACCP) -based Inspection 
Models Project (HIMP)-were met because FSIS did not adequately oversee the 
program. 

FSIS needs to develop a strategy to take progressively stronger enforcement 
actions against plants with serious or repetitive violations. FSIS should 
determine what measurable improvement the HIMP program achieved and its 
suitability as a permanent program. FSIS should also provide a plan, on how 
it will minimize reliance on the inspectors' judgment to ensure they 
consistently enforce laws. FSIS concurred with all of our recommendations. 

FSIS' and AMS' Field-Level Workforce Challenges 
Report 50601-0002-31 
Issued July 31, 2013 

OIG reviewed how FSIS and the AMS manage their workforces— employees 
responsible for inspecting and grading food products —at a time when 
restricted budgets may impair the agencies' ability to carry out their 
missions . 

OIG found that FSIS and AMS generally managed their workforces effectively, 
but improvements were needed. OIG found that FSIS inspectors often worked 
far more hours than their AMS colleagues, a situation that could impair food 
safety. Both agencies could improve how they monitor or bill industry for 
their services, FSIS could not adequately reconcile reimbursable overtime 
charges to industry with the overtime recorded by field staff in its 
timekeeping system, which could potentially have resulted in up to an 
estimated $10.6 million in under-billed overtime and up to an estimated $4.7 
million in overcharges to industry. AMS was unable to charge industry up to 
an estimated $40,000 in monthly interest on overdue accounts. 

Recently, AMS has allowed some beef plants to use an automated, camera-based 
system for grading meat. While the cameras can help AMS use its staff 
efficiently, we question if the new system was established in a way that is 
objective and transparent to all stakeholders. Additionally, both. AMS and 
FSIS could also work to improve their succession planning to better reflect 
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the best practices of the Federal government . Since AMS graders and FSIS 
inspectors often work in the same plants, the two agencies have a memorandum 
of understanding in place to cross-utilize their personnel. We found that 
the agreement was out-of-date and needed to be revisited. 

OIG recommended that both AMS and FSIS improve how they manage overtime and 
billing of industry, plan for workplace succession, and cross-utilize each 
other's human capital resources. For AMS, we recommended that it take steps 
to improve its camera grading system and make the system transparent to the 
public. The agencies generally agreed with our recommendations, and we were 
able to reach management decision on ail recommendations. 

Marketing and Regulatory Programs 

AMS 

National Organic Program-Organic Milk Operations 
Report 01601-0002-32 
Issued Juiy 15, 2013 

OIG reviewed how AMS, through the National Organic Program (NOP) , implemented 
the access to pasture rule for organic dairy cattle. 

OIG generally found that AMS successfully implemented the access to pasture 
rule as part of its NOP, but we did identify several areas where the agency 
could make improvements. 

We noted that NOP officials had not clearly defined how producers should 
demarcate herds of organic milk-producing cattle, which meant that some 
certifying agents allowed producers to add cattle to organic herds (once a 
conventional dairy herd is converted (transitioned) to organic, ail dairy 
animals added to the herd must have been born to an organically-managed cow) . 
We also noted that the NOP needs to include organic feed brokers within the 
NOP certification process to ensure that organic feed is not commingled or 
contaminated. Also, certifying agents conducting yearly inspections of 
organic milk operations did not take consistent enforcement actions when 
their inspectors or reviewers identified possible noncompliance issues with 
Department of Agriculture (USDA) organic regulations. Finally, we found that 
smaller operations were often unaware of recordkeeping requirements of the 
access to pasture rule regarding livestock confinement, grazing, or the 
cattle's dry matter intake. 

We recommended that guidance for certifying agents be improved to ensure that 
all organic dairy producers are being treated consistently and ensure that 
all aspects of organic milk production are complying with OSDA organic 
requirements. AMS concurred with all of the recommendations. 

AMS Oversight of the Beef Promotion and Research Board's Activities 
Report 01099-0001-21 
Issued January 28, 2014 

OIG reviewed AMS' and the beef board's procedures designed to monitor 
activities related to the beef checkoff program. OIG also examined the 
internal controls related to beef checkoff fund transactions. 

Overall, we concluded that AMS' oversight as an internal control function 
needs improvement. In our view, this resulted in agency officials having 
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reduced assurance that beef checkoff funds were collected, distributed, and 
expended in accordance with the Beef Research and Information Act, as 
amended, and the Beef Promotion and Research Order. We found that AMS had 
not conducted periodic management reviews of the beef board, and the agency' 
procedures for conducting these reviews could be improved. 

AMS needs to develop and implement oversight procedures specific to the beef 
board and perform management reviews of the beef checkoff program. OIG also 
recommends that the beef board require detailed estimates of project 
implementation costs. AMS has agreed with our recommendations. 

Natural Resouz'ces and Environment 


NRCS 


Recovery Act -NRCS' Emergency Watershed Protection Program 
Floodplain Easements Field Confirmations 
Report 10703-00 05-KC 
Issued March 14, 2013 

OIG evaluated NRCS floodplain easement program activities to assess the 
agency's use of Recovery Act funds to restore and enhance floodplains. 

OIG determined that NRCS needs to address four issues related to the 
floodplain easement component of its Emergency Watershed Protection Program. 
We found that NRCS did not always: target funds to those easements most 
consistent with program goals, require that documentation supported 
eligibility determinations, ensure easements were maintained consistent with 
program goals, and compensate landowners appropriately. 

NRCS acquires easements from owners of floodplain lands to gain authority to 
take measures to restore and enhance the floodplain's function and values. 
Without a clear definition of "natural conditions" in the program manual, 
however, personnel did not always develop restoration plans adequately and 
ensure the restoration of floodplain functions and values to the greatest 
extent practicable. Further, NRCS did not always develop and maintain 
documents to support its determinations that offered lands were eligible and 
its decisions to prioritize among applications. Additionally, NRCS did not 
provide adequate guidance to landowners regarding program rules, such as 
actions prohibited on easements; as a result, land was not always maintained 
in a manner consistent with the program goal of restoring floodplains to a 
natural condition. Finally, NRCS compensated five landowners in our sample 
.improperly, with errors totaling $139, 474. NRCS generally agreed with our 
findings and recommendations. 

Recovery Act - NRCS' Emergency Watershed Protection Program Floodplain 
Easements and Watershed Operations Effectiveness Review 
Report 10703-0001-31 
Issued March 14, 2013 

For the last stage of reviews of the Recovery Act's funding for NRCS' 
Watershed Operations and Floodplain Easements programs, OIG examined program 
effectiveness, including whether the agency met performance goals. 

OIG determined that NRCS needs to establish outcome-oriented performance 
measures that it can use to gauge the effectiveness of its Watershed 
Operations and Floodplain Easements programs. While the agency established 
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output-oriented measures to track progress, we determined that these measures 
do not provide adequate information on how effective the programs were at 
accomplishing the goals of the Recovery Act, which include creating jobs, 
assisting those most impacted by the recession, and investing in 
environmental protection, NRCS has not fully demonstrated to the public the 
extent to which it is accomplishing the objectives of the Recovery Act and is 
hampered in fully gauging the outcomes of these programs. In addition, NRCS 
did not allow the use of appraisals to determine the value of properties with 
structures it acquired through the Floodplain Easements program, which led to 
the purchase of some properties at prices in excess of the established value. 
NRCS increased the amount of accepted easement offers, which overcompensated 
the landowners for seven easements with structures in one State we reviewed. 
Increasing the payment for these easements by a total of $231, 100 prevented 
NRCS from using the funds to help maximize the number of acres enrolled and 
restored with Recovery Act funds. 

OIG recommended that NRCS establish additional outcome-oriented performance 
measures to track its success in meeting the objectives of the funding it 
receives. We also recommend that the agency require appraisals of structures 
to be acquired and establish controls to ensure easement payments do not 
exceed accepted offers. The agency agreed with all of our recommendations. 

Recovery Act - Rehabilitation of Flood Control Dams 
Report 10703-0001-At 
Issued March 25, 2013 

OIG audited NRCS to determine if Recovery Act funds for the Watershed 
Rehabilitation Program were used effectively to rehabilitate aging flood 
control, dams. 

As part of the Recovery Act, NRCS selected 27 dam rehabilitation projects to 
receive $44.8 million in funding through the Watershed Rehabilitation 
Program, which assists sponsoring local organizations in rehabilitating high- 
hazard, aging flood control dams. OIG determined that, while NRCS was 
generally effective in implementing controls to monitor Recovery Act funds, 
it did not take necessary steps to inform 0MB, USDA, or the public of key 
information regarding the projects, or to implement OIG's recommendations 
from a prior audit. 

Specifically, NRCS did not accurately communicate to USDA and 0MB the 
readiness of the selected projects and the impact of Recovery Act 
requirements on the program, which, by design, is not well suited to meet the 
accelerated timeframes and unique challenges posed by the Recovery Act. As a 
result, NRCS obligated $10.2 million and spent almost $943,000 on 8 projects 
that did not meet Recovery Act goals and, therefore, could not be completed. 
Funds allocated to these projects had to be deobligated or allocated to other 
projects. NRCS was able to reallocate $7.9 million from 7 projects to the 
remaining 19 Recovery Act dam rehabilitat ion projects. NRCS missed the 
Recovery Act deadline and an opportunity to use $1,4 million of Recovery Act 
funds to help the U.S. economy during the recession. Additionally, NRCS did 
not ensure that websites had complete or accurate information on watershed 
rehabilitation projects— such as project certifications and updated 
information about the 27 projects and their funding. Finally, NRCS has not 
fully corrected deficiencies with its dam inventory and cost monitoring tools 
that OIG identified in a prior audit. We have reached management decision on 
our five recommendations. 
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Administration of Easement Programs in Wyoming 
Report 10099-0001-31 
Issued September 27, 2013 

OIG performed a review and determined that, while NRCS State office in 
Wyoming did not fraudulently process easements, NRCS needs to strengthen its 
accountability and oversight of easement programs. 

In February 2013, after learning that the Wyoming State office disregarded 
policy requirements, as well as specific written instructions from NRCS' 
national office and the Office of the General Counsel not to proceed with 
processing several Wetlands Reserve Program easements, NRCS conducted a 
functional review of the Wyoming State office's administration of the Farm 
and Ranch Lands Protection Program, Grassland Reserve Program, and Wetlands 
Reserve Program. NRCS then requested that OIG review the Wyoming State NRCS 
office's administration of easement programs. Specifically, NRCS expressed 
concerns over potential employee misconduct and the causes of other serious 
issues noted in its functional review. 

While we did not note any indication of fraud or purposeful misconduct, we 
found that NRCS needs to ensure that its employees are sufficiently 
knowledgeable to carry out their duties, and to strengthen oversight and 
accountability of employees' work. Specifically, both the program 
specialists responsible for processing these easements and the officials 
responsible for supervising the employee demonstrated a lack of critical 
program knowledge. We also found that NRCS did not have an adequate system 
of review in place to ensure that employees were properly reviewed and held 
accountable. As a result, the Wyoming State office approved at least $14.1 
million in easements that were not correctly processed and did not ensure 
that the Government's interest in the easements would be served and secured. 
OIG recommended that the NRCS national office should increase its oversight 
over State offices' administration of easement programs through revising its 
current processes or establishing a process through which State offices have 
their easement approval and administrative activities periodically reviewed. 
Additionally, NRCS should take appropriate administrative or disciplinary 
action and complete corrective action to address the deficiencies identified 
in the functional review report. Until these actions are completed, the 
Wyoming State office's easement program and budget authorities should be 
withheld. NRCS agreed with our finding and accepted all seven 
r ecommendat ions . 

Financial Statements for Fiscal Year 2013 
Report 10401-0003-11 
Issued December 9, 2013 

KPMG LLP audited NRCS' financial statements for fiscal year 2013 and issued a 
disclaimer of opinion. KPMG LLP reported that NRCS was unable to provide 
sufficient evidential matter in support of certain transactions and account 
balances, a.s presented in the NRCS financial statements as of and for the 
year ended September 30, 2013, particularly with respect to beginning net. 
position balances and current year activity; obligations incurred, including 
accrued expenses and undelivered orders; real and personal property; 
recoveries of prior year unpaid obligations; advances to others; accrued 
revenue, accounts receivable, and unfilled customer orders. NRCS was unable 
to complete corrective actions and make adjustments, as necessary, to these 
and other financial statement amounts prior to the contractually required 
completion date of the engagement. As a result of these limitations, KPMG 
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LLP was unable to obtain sufficient evidential support for the amounts 
presented in the fiscal year 2013 financial statements. 


Forest Service 

Management of Oil and Gas Resources on National Forest System Land 
Report 08601-0001-21 
Issued March 12, 2013 

OIG reviewed how FS is cooperating with the Department of the Interior (DOIj 
to expedite the approval of oil and gas leases and operations on National 
Forest System (NFS) lands. Rising energy prices have increased interest in 
the exploration and development of domestic oil and gas resources, some of 
which are found beneath public lands within national forests. When oil and 
gas companies apply to drill on NFS land, FS works with the Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM) in DOI to regulate their operations. BLM receives lease 
nominations, issues and administers all Federal leases, and monitors all 
drilling and production activities, while FS accepts and processes lease 
nominations, authorizes the use of forest land for oil and gas operations, 
and monitors surface disturbance and reclamation. 

OIG found that the two agencies need to improve how they work together, so 
that oil and gas lease nominations and operations are approved expeditiously. 
Despite the existence of a Memorandum of Understanding, established as a 
result of the Energy Policy Act of 2005, most of FS' communication with BLM 
has been informal— when problems obstructing cooperation occurred, they were 
not resolved. The two agencies also need to better track information, such 
as the number of days for nominated parcels to be processed, as we found that 
deadlines were often missed. We also found that FS could not validate 
whether all well sites were being inspected annually, as required. 

Permitting oil and gas drilling on NFS lands does pose an environmental risk, 
but FS does not require operators to submit a spill plan that would ensure 
that operators are prepared to quickly respond to any spills. Finally, OIG 
noted that FS established performance measures to assess the work done in the 
program, but those measures did not clearly record the outcomes of key 
program activities. As a result, FS officials were not receiving the data 
needed to make appropriate program decisions and were unable to determine 
which program activities were not performed timely. 

We recommended that FS coordinate with BLM to expedite approval of lands, use 
BLM systems to track inspections, develop spill response plans, and revise 
performance measures. FS agreed with our recommendations. 

Performance Measures for Recovery Act Projects 
Report 08703-0001-41 
Issued March 28, 2013 

OIG reviewed FS contracts and agreements to determine if it implemented 
performance measures in accordance with guidelines and timely reported them 
for transparency purposes. OIG found that FS implemented performance 
measures that generally met the goals of the Recovery Act; however, we found 
FS field staff did not timely or accurately report the agency's Recovery Act. 
accomplishments by the final cutoff date for six of the seven key performance 
measures selected for our review. This occurred because some field staff had 
competing priorities that superseded entering the accomplishment data into 
the tracking systems. Some field staff also made inadvertent data entry 
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errors. As a result, FS misreported its accomplishments for 68 of 122 
contracts and agreements we reviewed and did not fully meet the Recovery 
Act's transparency objective. FS generally agreed with our findings and 
reinforced with its staff the importance of timely data entry. Since 
Recovery Act funds ceased to be available for new obligations as of September 
30, 2010, we made no recommendations. 

Recovery Act Hazardous Fuels Reduction and Ecosystem Restoration Projects on 

Non-Federal Lands 
Report 08703-000 5-SF 
Issued March 28, 2013 

This report provided a comprehensive look at the issues identified during 
OIG' s audit of FS' controls over Recovery Act funds for wildland fire 
management { WFM) projects on non-Federal lands. FS allocated Recovery Act 
grants for WFM activities, such as hazardous fuels reduction, forest health, 
and ecosystem improvements. Overall, we found that FS lacked the necessary 
controls to ensure that the grant funds were both properly accounted for and 
used for their intended purpose— not just for Recovery Act grants, but for the 
entire grant program. We also found that FS did not enhance its existing 
controls/ despite the Recovery Act's requirements for greater transparency 
and accountability. As a result, the grant recipients we reviewed charged a 
total of $92 million in unallowable and questionable costs to both Recovery 
Act and non-Recovery Act grants. Of this total, $63 million came from grant 
recipients without adequate financial controls and processes, while $29 
million stemmed from FS and other entities' lack of adherence to the Recovery 
Act's objectives. We also found that FS staff did not take necessary steps 
to ensure that it met the Recovery Act's overall objective of maximizing job 
creation and retention in the most cost effective manner possible. 

OIG issued a series of 10 Fast Reports during the course of the audit to 
further strengthen FS' controls over future grants and address unallowable or 
questionable costs. OIG found that FS should strengthen its overall grant 
administration by taking such actions as improving training and clarifying 
staff responsibilities. To address significant deficiencies in grantee and 
sub-grantee accounting processes, FS should enhance its monitoring efforts, 

FS should also recover $27.5 million in unallowable costs charged to the 
grants, follow up on an additional $33.6 million, and halt reimbursements to 
entities with persisting control weaknesses. OIG also identified several 
ways for FS to better ensure compliance with the Recovery Act. FS generally 
concurred with all of our recommendations. 

Financial Statements for Fiscal Years 2013 and 2012 
Report 08401-0003-11 
Issued December 9, 2013 

Kearney & Company, P.C. audited Forest Service's financial statements for 
fiscal years 2013 and 2012 and issued an unmodified opinion, finding that 
Forest Service's financial position and related budgetary concerns were 
presented fairly and in accordance with generally accepted accounting 
principles . 

Research, Education, and Economics 

Agricultural Research Service (ARS) 

Contract Closeout Process (Recovery Act} 
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Report 02703-0001-12 
Issued August 14, 2013 

OIG assessed ARS' s procedures for closing out contracts funded by the 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (Recovery Act) . ARS used 
these funds to award 134 contracts for repairs to critical systems at its 
research facilities. Through reviews of eight contracts, OIG found that ARS 
timely identified funds on physically completed contracts that could be put 
to better use. ARS did not allow any funds to expire and obtained the proper 
releases from the contractors. Further, ARS took additional measures to 
ensure that Recovery Act goals related to transparency and accountability 
were met. 

However, our review disclosed that ARS should strengthen the effectiveness 
and efficiency of its controls for closing out contracts. For example, ARS' 
acquisition oversight did not ensure that it properly and timely implemented 
processes for evaluating contractor performance and sharing information, among 
the Federal acquisition workforce. Also, it did not ensure it achieved 
desired outcomes, such as the completion of contract closeout, within a 6- 
month period. This occurred because ARS lacked adequate management oversight 
over the contract closeout process to ensure that related contracting 
activities met intended goals. As a result, the Federal procurement 
workforce lacks necessary information about ARS' contractors' performance, 
which may result in the selection of a contractor that ARS identified as not 
pe.rform.ing satisfactorily. Also, ARS cannot confirm that it always closes 
out contracts in a timely manner, and we cannot state that ARS has 
effectively taken needed actions to improve its procurement processes. 

ARS should take actions related to its internal reviews of the procurement 
process and develop its guidance for documenting that contracts are 
consistently and timely closed out. ARS also needs to complete its 
implementation of a contractor evaluation database used across the Federal 
government, and strengthen its oversight of the contract closeout process. 

ARS agreed with our recommendations. 

Rural Dev el opmen t 


Rural Business-Cooperative Service 

Recovery Act-Business and Industry 
Guaranteed Loans-Phase 3 
Report 34703-0001-32 
Issued March 29, 2013 

OIG assessed Recovery Act-funded Business and Industry (B&I) loans that RD 
guarantees to determine whether loans were properly serviced, funds were used 
properly, and. the program met performance goals. 

OIG determined that the controls RD has in place should be strengthened to 
ensure that lenders receiving Recovery Act-funded B&I loan guarantees 
complete all servicing actions and correctly report data used to determine 
program performance. Specifically, lenders are not properly servicing 
Recovery Act-funded B&I guaranteed loans, and RD State office personnel are 
not adequately monitoring the loan servicing. Based on issues identified 
with 37 of 53 loans in our statistical sample, we estimate that lenders did 
not correctly service 72 percent of the loans in the audit universe. In 
addition, RD did not adequately monitor the lenders of 33 of the 53 loans, or 
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64 percent of the loans In the audit universe. As a consequence, there is a 
greater risk that problem loans are going undetected. In addition, the use 
of loan proceeds could not always be verified to ensure the funds were used 
for authorized purposes or in accordance with program requirements and loan 
agreements . 

Furthermore, the agency does not have a well-defined process in place to 
ensure that data on jobs created and saved are collected in a consistent 
manner and the percentage of small business participation is accurately 
determined. Because of issues with the agency's guidance regarding these 
processes, the agency's success in meeting its established performance goals 
may be overstated. 

RD should develop and implement guidance, regulations, and comprehensive 
training related to servicing actions, documentation, small business 
determinations, and job reporting. The agency should also take specified 
actions to monitor and verify lender servicing and conduct any borrower 
visits that have not yet been performed. RD generally agreed with our 
recommendations . 

Rural Utilities Service (RUS) 


Controls Over Recovery Act Water and Waste Loans and Grants 
Expenditures and Performance Measures 
Report 09703-0001-22 
Issued March 26, 2013 

OIG evaluated RUS's Recovery Act performance measures and controls over 
expenditures for Water and Waste Disposal System (WWD) loans and grants to 
assess whether the agency used Recovery Act funds to achieve Recovery Act 
goals . 

OIG determined that RUS designed and implemented performance measures for WWD 
loans and grants that effectively measured how RUS used Recovery Act funds to 
achieve Recovery Act goals. We evaluated the performance goals, which aimed 
to, for instance, reduce the rural population's exposure to water-related 
hazards, and to save or create 56,000 jobs. Based on our evaluation, we 
concluded that these goals adequately measured RUS' achievements in meeting 
both Recovery Act and WWD program objectives. We found that RUS had an 
effective system for gathering data specific to the reported measures and 
could reasonably ensure reporting was proper. 

We also assessed controls over project expenditures and concluded that they 
were reasonably effective to ensure that RUS used Recovery Act funds to 
complete projects as intended. However, our review disclosed that RUS needs 
to improve controls over grant funds remaining after projects are complete. 
Specifically, we identified a borrower with multiple WWD projects who 
improperly transferred grant funding from one completed project to another 
project, which is prohibited. This occurred due to weaknesses in controls 
for deobligating funds remaining after projects are completed, and also 
because RD does not currently track project expenditures at the national 
level. The transferred $158,252 was part of $454,355 in grant funding that 
remained inactive for a period of more than 2 years, while a backlog of other 
WWD projects waited for funding. 

We recommended that RUS should develop guidance and train staff on how to 
close obligations and conduct unliquidated obligations reviews. RUS should 
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also develop tools to track inactive projects and return approximately 
$454,355 in inactive and improperly spent funds to the Department of the 
Treasury. RUS agreed with our recommendations. 

Recovery Act Broadband Initiatives Program - Pre-Approval Controls 
Report 09703-0001-32 
Issued March 29, 2013 

OIG statistically sampled and reviewed 86 approved Broadband Initiatives 
Program (BIP) applications to test the application process, which totaled 
$783.9 million of about $3.5 billion in program-level Recovery Act funding 
allocated to BIP. We found that RUS complied with the provisions of the 
Recovery Act in how it implemented the program and we did not question the 
eligibility of any RUS-funded BIP projects in our sample. Additionally, we 
determined that RUS took action to address prior audit recommendations 
relating to BIP, that controls over contractor reviews of applications were 
adequate, and that coordination with the National Telecommunications and 
Information. Administration and the Federal Communications Commission was 
adequate. However, we did find that RUS funded BIP projects that sometimes 
overlapped preexisting RUS-subsidized providers and approved 10 projects, 
totaling over $91 million, even though the proposed projects would not be 
completed within the 3-year timeframe RUS established and published. We also 
found that the agency could have implemented the program so that it would 
have focused more exclusively on rural residents who do not already have 
access to broadband. Generally, we recommended that, for future programs, 

RUS avoid funding broadband projects in areas that are already served by RUS- 
subsidized providers, publish and follow clearly defined project completion 
expectations, and focus broadband funding on rural areas that do not have 
access to this technology. 

RUS did not agree with OIG's opinion on how certain aspects of BIP were 
carried out and stated that RUS developed processes that met the intent of 
the Recovery Act to promote rural economic development by bringing broadband 
service to underserved areas of rural America. However, OIG and RUS have 
subsequently agreed on corrective actions for the report's recommendations. 

Recovery Act Broadband Initiatives ProgramPost-Award Controls 
Report 09703-0002-32 
Issued August 22, 2013 

OIG reviewed how RUS administered and measured the outcome of about $3.5 
billion in Recovery Act program-level funding to provide sufficient access to 
high-speed broadband service to facilitate rural economic development. With 
the passage of the Recovery Act, Congress authorized RUS' BIP to help bring 
broadband to rural areas of the United States, where residents might 
otherwise not have access to this important technology. 

OIG reviewed 247 advances, totaling $146,446,113 for 86 sampled awards, and 
concluded that RUS' advances of BIP funds were generally supported. However, 
we did find that, while BIP primarily financed last mile projects that 
provide service to end-users such as households and businesses, RUS does not 
have adequate controls to measure and transparently report how effectively 
BIP is meeting its subscribership goals. Additionally, RUS administered the 
program differently than as outlined in the Notice of Funds Availability 
(NOFA) , such as allowing awards composed of greater than 75 percent grant 
components without required waivers, or substituting equity for the loan 
portion without adequately informing all prospective applicants. we found 
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that RUS approved 24 sampled Round Two infrastructure awards ($149,499,810) 
that had a greater than 75 percent grant component without waivers. Finally, 
we found RUS did not advance funds proportionally for 2 of the 86 BIP awards 
reviewed. These issues generally occurred because RUS did not develop 
procedures and guidance outlining how various processes were to be carried 
out . 

Generally, we recommended that RUS capture and report actual performance data 
to measure the impact of each award, formally notify BIP awardees of the 
possibility to substitute equity for the loan component, and ensure 
grant/loan combination funds are advanced proportionally. We also 
recommended that RUS develop and update guidance on how to accomplish each of 
these tasks. RUS agreed to strengthen BIP by establishing additional written 
guidance to address specific processes. 

Rural Development 


Financial Statements for Fiscal Years 2013 and 2012 
Report 85401-0003-11 
Issued December 10, 2013 

OIG performed the annual audit of RD r s consolidated financial statements for 
fiscal years 2013 and 2012. RD received an unmodified opinion from OIG’s 
audit of RD' s consolidated financial statements. We determined that the 
agency's financial statements for the 2013 and 2012 fiscal years present RD' s 
financial position as of September 30, 2013 and 2012, fairly in all material 
respects, and were prepared in accordance with accounting principles 
generally accepted in the United States of America. This includes the 
agency's net costs, changes in net position, and statements of budgetary 
resources . 


Our consideration of RD's internal control over financial reporting 
identified no material weaknesses. However, our consideration of compliance 
with laws and regulations noted an instance of noncompliance with the 
Improper Payments Elimination and Recovery Act of 2010. This report did not 
provide recommendations. 

Departmental. Management 


O CFO/Nat iona l F inance Cente r 

Improper Payments Elimination and Recovery Act of 2010 Compliance Review for 

Fiscal Year 2012 
Report 50024-0004-11 
Issued March 14, 2013 

OIG audited USDA to determine whether the Department complied with the 
Improper Payments Elimination and Recovery Act of 2010 (IPERA) to effectively 
reduce its improper payments. OIG determined that USDA did not comply with 
IPERA for a second consecutive year. Although USDA made progress to improve 
its processes to substantially comply with IPERA, the Department was not 
compliant with three of the seven IPERA requirements. Specifically, USDA and 
its component agencies did not always report sufficient estimates for high- 
risk programs, report error rates below specific thresholds, and meet annual 
reduction targets. This occurred because USDA has not completed actions to 
assess results and achieve compliance. These noncompliances continue to 
illustrate the risks of improper payments affecting taxpayers, as USDA could 
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have avoided approximately $74 million in improper payments by meeting 
reduction targets. As required, OIG must report to Congress that USDA did. 
not comply with IPERA. For those programs that did not comply with IPERA for 
two consecutive fiscal years, USDA must consult with OMB to discuss further 
actions. In addition, USDA needs to implement further actions to improve its 
risk assessments and reporting accuracy. With improvements not yet fully 
implemented, the Department faces an increased risk that it may not identify 
programs that need to annually report and reduce improper payments. Also, 
some of USDA' s reported actions to prevent and reduce improper payments do 
not reflect its actual progress. We briefed USDA officials on our results, 
and they generally concurred with our findings and recommendations. USDA 
should implement controls to ensure its actions to report and reduce improper 
payments meet IPERA requirements, and accurately and completely reflect 
USDA' s progress . 


Review of the Department's Travel Card Data 
Report 50024-0003-13 
Issued June 10, 2013 

OIG analyzed transaction data for USDA's employee travel cards in order to 
identify any inappropriate transactions and to determine if USDA is 
adequately monitoring employee travel card actions. 

OIG identified a low incidence of cardholder misuse, and determined that 
USDA’s OCFO and five of six agencies reviewed were following guidelines. 
However, we identified that 14 of 80 statistically sampled fiscal year 2011 
travel card charges were inappropriate because employees used the cards when 
they were not authorized for official travel. Although other USDA agencies 
identified such transactions and followed up appropriately, we found that the 
FS did not identify nine of the inappropriate charges, because FS was not 
performing adequate reviews of employee transactions. As a result, we took 
an additional statistical sample of FS transactions. We found 4.1 percent of 
the sampled FS transactions (ail attributable to four employees) occurred 
during a time when the employees were not authorized for travel. Further 
review of the four relevant employees' travel card accounts disclosed that 
they had used their travei cards approximately 500 times without a travel 
authorization. FS did not detect this because the checks FS performs are 
limited and did not identify the instances we noted, and USDA does not 
currently have an automated check to identify this type of misuse. Due to 
the misuse, four employees improperly used lines of credit on their travel 
cards to make personal charges, totaling approximately $13,700. Further, two 
of these individuals' accounts were delinquent by a combined total of more 
than $3,000. USDA does not allow employees to carry a delinquent balance, as 
all official travel expenses are reimbursed to employees. 

OIG recommended that FS pursue disciplinary action against four individuals 
who misused their USDA travel cards and immediately implement procedures to 
review employees' travel card transactions to ensure they occur during 
approved travel dates. OCFO and FS generally agreed with our 
recommendations . 

Executive Order 13520, Reducing Improper Payments - Fiscal 

Year 2012 

High-Dollar Report Review 
Report 50024-0003-11 
Issued August 22, 2013 
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OIG reviewed information from USDA FY 2012 quarterly reports on high-dollar 
overpayments made by programs susceptible to significant improper payments. 

To intensify efforts to eliminate payment error, waste, fraud, and abuse in 
Federal programs, the President issued Executive Order 13520, "Reducing 
Improper Payments." The Executive Order requires OIG to review USDA' s 
quarterly high-dollar overpayment reports and make recommendations, as 
necessary, to agencies' plans to recover and prevent high-dollar 
overpayments , 

We found that in the third year of reporting, USDA reported more 
comprehensive information about high-dollar overpayments than it did in 
previous years. Specifically, due to improved reporting oversight and 
processes, USDA reported 239 overpayments, totaling approximately $20.3 
million, in FY 2012. This represents an increase of 67 percent over the 
number of overpayments reported the previous year. However, we determined 
that the quarterly reports included errors and were published up to 102 days 
after the due date. This occurred because, although agency chief financial 
officers certified that information was accurate and met applicable criteria, 
component agencies' submissions required substantive review by the OCFO to 
ensure USDA followed the high-dollar reporting guidance appropriately and 
that only payments that were supposed to be reported were included. Without 
accurate and timely reporting, the effects of USDA's actions or strategies to 
eliminate the errors causing high-dollar overpayments are not fully known. 

USDA's OCFO agreed with our recommendation to provide additional oversight 
over component agencies' processes to ensure component agencies' high-dollar 
overpayment reports comply with Departmental high-dollar reporting guidance. 

Statement on Standards for Attestation Engagements No. 16, Report on Controls 
at the National Finance Center for October 1, 2012, to July 31, 2013 
Report 11401-0005-11 
Issued September 27, 2013 

USDA's National Finance Center (NFC) provided OIG with a description of its 
payroll personnel and application hosting systems for the period from October 
1, 2012, through July 31, 2013. NFC also provided an assertion about whether 
the description was fairly presented and controls were suitably designed and 
operating effectively to achieve control objectives specified in the 
description. OIG performed an examination of the description and assertion 
in accordance with standards issued by the Comptroller General of the United 
States and relevant attestation standards issued by the American Institute of 
Certified Public Accountants. 

In our opinion, in all material respects, based on the criteria described in 
NFC's assertion, NFC's description fairly presents the payroll/personnel 
processing and application hosting systems NFC designed and implemented 
throughout the specified period. Also, in our opinion, the described 
controls were suitably designed and operating effectively to provide 
reasonable assurance that associated control objectives would be achieved 
during the period, if user entities effectively applied controls 
complementary to the design of NFC's controls. This report did not contain 
recommendations . 

Agreed-Upon Procedures: Employee Benefits, withholdings, Contributions, and 
Supplemental Semiannual Headcount Reporting 
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Submitted to the Office of Personnel Management 
Report 11401-0006-11 
Issued September 21, 2013 

GIG performed agreed-upon procedures for assessing information reported by 
US DA's NFC. 

US DA's NFC reports Federal employee benefits, enrollment information, and. 
Combined Federal Campaign (CFC) deductions to the OPM. Reported information 
includes retirement, health benefits, and life insurance withholdings and 
contributions; agency-submitted headcounts; and payroll deductions relating 
to CFC. In applying agreed-upon audit procedures, we identified differences 
through calculations, analysis, and comparisons. For instance, we identified 
that headcounts for military deposit and salary offsets often differed by 
more than 2 percent, and that reported counts relating to certain types of 
payers for health, life insurance, and/or retirement benefits differed as 
well. We also found that total headcounts were sometimes misallocated, and 
an inconsistency exists in counts for those enrolled with no deductions for 
retirement and other counts. NFC stated that scheduled programming 
modifications will correct the majority of the issues identified. 

Additionally, we identified differences related to CFC deductions for 
employees at duty stations with no CFC, accounting code differences, and 
instances of incorrect CFC pledge form use. Generally, NFC attributed the 
CFC errors to manual processes and human error, including by personnel at 
various agencies. NFC noted the low error rate overall, and stated it was 
responsible for processing very few of the transactions identified as 
differences . 

Our sample document review disclosed 8 errors for benefits entered into the 
system by entity staff. Furthermore, we were unable to verify entries for 
151 personnel documents we tested because entities' personnel officers were 
unable to locate the documents. However, to ensure that information from the 
system was accurate, we performed any applicable calculations for salary, 
retirement, life, and health insurance. We noted no exceptions. We did not 
make any recommendations in this report. 

Department of Agriculture's Consolidated Financial Statements for 
Fiscal Years 2013 and 2012 
Report 50401-0005-11 
Issued December 13, 2013 

GIG audited USDA's consolidated financial statements for fiscal years 2013 
and 2012, and also assessed internal controls over financial reporting and 
compliance with laws and regulations. 

OIG determined that USDA's consolidated financial statements fairly present, 
in all material respects, USDA's financial position as of September 30, 2013 
and 2012. Statements of net cost, changes in net position, and budgetary 
resources for these years conform with accounting principles generally 
accepted in the United States. 

GIG' s review of USDA's internal controls over financial reporting identified 
four significant deficiencies, two of which are material weaknesses. 
Specifically, three of USDA's component agencies need to make further 
improvements to their internal controls over financial reporting. Also, US DA 
needs to improve its information technology security and controls, as many 
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long-standing weaknesses remain. Moreover, US DA needs to improve its 
controls over financial reporting, as our review again disclosed deficiencies 
related to obligations and abnormal year-end balances. The final significant 
deficiency we identified relates to deviations in information technology 
controls over two financial systems. Additionally, this report includes a 
finding related to USDA' s lack of substantial compliance with the Federal 
Financial Management Improvement Act of 1996, and a finding related to a 
violation of the Anti-Deficiency Act. 

We recommended additional actions needed to correct invalid obligation 
balances and mitigate deviations in information technology controls over two 
financial systems. The Department concurred with our findings and generally 
agrees with our recommendations. 

Department of Agriculture's Closing Package Financial Statements for 
Fiscal Years 2013 and 2012 
Report 50401-0006-11 
Issued December 17, 2013 

The U.S. Department of Agriculture’s fiscal years 2013 and 2012 special 
purpose financial statements received an unqualified opinion. We found no 
material weaknesses in internal control over the financial reporting process 
and our tests of compliance with Treasury regulations disclosed no instances 
of noncompliance that were required to be reported. 

Office of the Chief Information Officer 

Fiscal Year 2013 Federal Information Security Management Act 
Report 50501-0004-12 
Issued November 26, 2013 

As required by FISMA, OIG reviewed USDA' s ongoing efforts to improve its IT 
security program and practices, in FY 2013. OIG found that, although USDA 
continues to improve the security posture of its IT infrastructure and 
associated data, many longstanding weaknesses remain. In FY 2009 through 
2012, OIG made 49 recommendations for improving the overall security of 
USDA' s systems, but only 19 of these have been closed. We noted that OCIO is 
taking positive steps to improve its security posture in the future. For 
example, OCIO released three key Departmentwide policies in the latter part 
of FY 2013 and the beginning of FY 2014. However, it is now critical that 
agencies create and implement agency-specific procedures based on 
Departmental policy. OCIO then needs to review the agencies' implemented 
procedures to ensure compliance with USDA policy. Once this process is 
institutionalized throughout USDA, its security posture should improve and be 
sustainable into the future. 

Again this year, we continue to report a material weakness in USDA' s IT 
security. The Department has not (1) developed policies, procedures, or 
strategies for continuous monitoring or risk management; (2) monitored 
agencies for compliance with baseline configurations and ensured known 
vulnerabilities were fixed; (3) deleted separated employees' access to 
computer systems; (4) developed and implemented a policy to detect and remove 
unauthorized network connections; or (5) finalized and issued policy for 
information security oversight of systems that contractors or other entities 
operate on USDA' s behalf, including systems and services residing in the 
cloud. OCIO concurred with our findings and agrees that a material weakness 
exists with respect to IT security within USDA. 
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Office of Procurement and Property Management 

OIG' s Review of Procurement Oversight Audit of South Building Modernization 

Project 

Report 50703-0001-12 
Issued March 25, 2013 

The Recovery Act provided USDA' s Departmental Management with approximately 
$17 million to modernize a wing of USDA's South Building in Washington, D.C. 
To ensure that the transparency and accountability requirements of the 
Recovery Act are met, OIG contracted with Regis & Associates, PC, to audit 
Departmental Management Recovery Act procurement activities. The audit was 
done to ensure that activities were carried out in accordance with Federal 
Acquisition Regulations, Office of Management and Budget guidance, and 
Recovery Act requirements . 

The audit found Departmental Management's contracting staff were experienced 
and qualified to monitor the contract. However, we identified a chronic 
invoice payment issue and Recovery Act reporting issues. Specifically, we 
found that Departmental Management did not pay 16 of 17 invoices in a timely 
manner. Because Departmental Management did not effectively ensure that 
staff with sufficient warrant authority was available to approve invoices .if, 
for instance, personnel assigned to the contract were on leave or 
transferred, USDA incurred late payment interest penalties of over $18,000. 

We also found that information reported on Recovery.gov for the project 
contained inaccuracies. As a result of a previous audit, Departmental 
Management issued procedures for Recovery Act contracting. However, because 
the procedures do not clarify reporting for projects with multiple funding 
sources, staff reported the project's funding on Recovery.gov inaccurately. 
Departmental Management generally agreed with our recommendations. 

Review of Procurement Operations 
Report 92501-0001-12 
Issued September 27, 2013 

OIG audited the Office of Procurement and Property Management's (OPPM) 
Procurement Operations Division (POD) to evaluate the effectiveness of the 
controls in place to ensure the integrity of the procurement process. 

POD is responsible for processing procurements for Departmental Management 
and Staff Offices. OIG reviewed POD's controls over the procurement process 
and found several issues POD needs to address. First, POD was not keeping 
sufficient documentation during the acquisition and invoicing processes for 
Departmental Management and Staff Office information technology (IT) 
procurements. This occurred because POD did not require a centralized method 
or system— such as the Integrated Acquisition System (IAS) or the Enterprise 
Content Management system (ECM)-to track and store ail documentation. 

Second, Departmental Management and Staff Office personnel had issues with 
IAS user accounts, including undefined user roles and users with excessive 
access abilities. This occurred because the Procurement Systems Division 
(PSD), which manages IAS, has not kept, the system up-to-date to safeguard 
against vulnerabilities, including the documentation of how IAS integrates 
with the Department's new accounting system. We found that a POD contracting 
officer signed three contract actions that exceeded the contracting officer's 
warrant authority. This went undetected by POD because it did not have 
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formalized policies and procedures to monitor contracting officers' actions, 
which was conveyed to management in a report issued in November 2011. 

OIG recommended OPPM should require a centralized repository for procurement 
and invoicing documents, and update IAS guidance to address user account 
issues and how IAS will interface with the Department of Agriculture's new 
financial system. We also recommended that OPPM identify whether other 
contracting officers have exceeded their warrant authority and establish 
internal controls to ensure warrant levels are not exceeded. 

OPPM generally agreed with OIG' s findings and we have reached management 
decision on all of the report's 12 recommendations. 

H omeland Security and Emergency Coordinati on 

Classification Management 
Report 61701-0001-32 

Issued September 27, 2013 

OIG reviewed USDA's process for classified documents in order to determine if 
the Personnel and Document Security Division (PDSD) is adequately managing 
USDA's classified national security information program, as required by the 
Reducing Over-Classification Act. 

This is the first of two reports required by the Reducing Over-Classification 
Act to determine USDA's compliance with Federal regulations. The Act was 
designed to prevent information from being over-classified and over- 
compartmentalized, and to promote information sharing, as prescribed by 
Federal guidelines. 

PDSD focuses on safeguarding national security information within USDA. We 
found that PDSD lacks proper guidance for eight key areas relating to 
classification management, and does not have a records management system that 
would identify documents that need to be declassified or reviewed for 
continued national security. We also found that USDA's classification guide 
was missing required elements needed for proper derivative classification 
decisions. PDSD also needs to improve its reviews of classified markings on 
documents. Additionally, PDSD does not always obtain and maintain adequate 
statistics related to the security classif ication program and USDA does not 
ensure that its subordinate agencies are conducting self-inspections in 
accordance with regulations and procedures. Finally, PDSD's classification 
management training content and documentation need to be improved, 
particularly in providing required information to individuals with security 
clearances. As a result, there is a greater potential for over-classifying 
or improperly releasing national security information. 

OIG recommended that USDA ensure records management, departmental 
regulations, procedures, and the classification guide reflect Federal 
classification requirements, and review all USDA classified documents to 
correct improper markings. The original classification authority should 
direct all subordinate agencies to report self-inspections and program 
statistics. PDSD should develop, record, and track, all training that meets 
Federal requirements. 

OIG accepted management decision on 8 of the 17 recommendations; however, 
further action from the agency is needed before management decision can be 
reached for the other recommendations. 
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Civil Rights 

In re Black Farmers Discrimination Litigation 
Report 50601-0001-21 
Issued December 4, 2013 

01 G conducted a performance audit of the claims process for the BFDL 
settlement, based on a statistical sample of provisionally adjudicated 
claims. Before the deciding official {known as the Neutral) finalized 
decisions regarding BFDL claims, OIG conducted audit work to evaluate the 
integrity and consistency of the processes applied to claimants. Overall, 
nothing came to our attention to indicate that the claims process was not 
implemented in accordance with the BFDL settlement agreement. However, we 
identified three findings: 

• The Neutral's adjudicators reached different conclusions for claims 
that essentially contained the same information. For claims that were 
similar, they approved some and denied others. We identified 8 such 
claims in our random sample of 100 claims. 

• The Claims Administrator (CA) had not identified all instances where 
multiple claims may have been filed for a single farming operation or 
an individual class member. We identified 7 such claims in our random 
sample . 

• The Neutral had provisionally approved at least 20 persons who were 
ineligible for a BFDL award because they had participated in the 
Pigford v. Glickman settlement. 

We discussed these issues with officials from the CA and the Neutral in June 
2013. After our meeting, the CA and the Neutral provided us with 
documentation that supported the actions they had taken, demonstrated how 
they addressed each of our findings, and detailed additional actions they 
planned to take prior to the final adjudication of claims. Their stated 
actions should address our audit findings. We plan to test the effectiveness 
of the actions in a subsequent audit. 

The Neutral and the CA have taken action to address the concerns we brought 
to their attention during the course of our audit; therefore, we made no 
formal recommendations . 

Investigations 

Examples of OIG investigative work in ail program areas can be found in our 
Semi-Annual Report to Congress located at www . usda . g ov /o .i g . In addition, 
recent Investigations Developmental Bulletins are posted at 
http: //www . us da . go v/ oiq/newi nv. htm; these include recent sentences, press 
releases, and summaries of current investigative work. Included below are 
some examples of our investigative work: 

Forest Se rvice 

From FY 2012 to February 10, 2014, OIG opened 26 investigations related to 
the FS . In that same time period OIG had 15 indictments and 18 convictions 
with $632,054 in monetary results. 
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In. a recent investigation, OIG was contacted by a confidential source who 
reported a Supervisory Forestry Technician had acted in a sexual harassing 
manner towards another female employee. In the midst of the 

harassment/assault investigation, information was developed that the employee 
had requested the use of Government Purchase Cards belonging to other FS 
employees and items purchased with these cards were subsequently sold on an 
eBay account. Further investigation by OIG and FS-Law Enforcement and 
Investigations revealed the individual stole numerous items purchased on the 
government purchase cards and sold these items on an eBay account traced to 
the individual. The loss to the Federal government was at least $9,947. The 
subject resigned from FS and in January 2013, the subject was charged in U.S. 
District Court on one count of theft of government property. In February 
2013, the defendant was arraigned, pled guilty, and sentenced to 24 months' 
probation, 100 hours’ community service, and restitution of $9,947. 

Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS) 


From FY 2012 to February 10, 2014, OIG opened 36 investigations related to 
APHIS. During that same time period OIG had 169 indictments, 123 
convictions, and $959,617 in monetary results. 

OIG investigated an individual who represented several lumber companies and 
defrauded both U.S. and foreign companies in conjunction with the purchase of 
lumber to be sold to overseas customers. He transmitted fraudulent 
phytosanitary certificates with APHIS inspectors’ forged signatures to induce 
foreign customers to wire funds and, in some instances, sent uninspected wood 
products to foreign victims. He committed more than $1 million in fraud, 
which included the fraudulent purchase of lumber from U.S. companies, as well 
as fraudulent transactions with customers in Poland, Vietnam, Egypt, and 
China. The investigation determined the subject was a fugitive from justice 
being sought in five States on a total of eight open warrants, including 
violation of probation, escape from work release, larceny and vehicle theft, 
fraud, and felony false pretense/bad checks. In January 2014, in U.S. 
District Court, Southern District of New York, he was sentenced to 116 months 
in prison, followed by 36 months of supervised release, and ordered to pay a 
$500 special assessment. The judge will rule on a proposed $1.1 restitution 
amount at a later date. The man and three co-conspirators, including his 
fiance^, were charged in November 2012 with conspiracy to commit wire fraud. 
He was also charged with aggravated identity theft and pled guilty in July 
20.13 to all three charges. The man's fiancee entered into a. deferred 
prosecution agreement the same day he was sentenced. Prosecution of the 
other two subjects is pending. 

Food Safety Inspection Service 

From FY 2012 to February 10, 2014, OIG opened 37 cases related, to the FSIS. 
During that same time period OIG had 44 indictments, 27 convictions, and 
$174.8 million in monetary results. 

In June 2011, OIG received a complaint that an individual had reproduced USDA 
inspection labels and affixed these labels on pork and poultry products which 
were sold commercially. Our investigation disclosed that between January 
2010 and June 2011, the individual produced the official USDA mark of 
inspection label and then used these labels on meat products, which were then 
sold commercially. In August 2012, the subject pled guilty to one count of 
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falsification of the official US DA mark of inspection. In March 2013, the 
individual was sentenced to 2 years' probation and ordered to serve 60-80 
hours of community service. 

Food and Nutrition Service 


SNAP 


From FY 20.12 to February 10, 2014, OIG opened 623 investigations related to 
the SNAP program. During the same time period OIG had 1,359 indictments, 853 
convictions, and $132 million in monetary results. 

A Lansing, Michigan, trio devised a SNAP trafficking scheme which resulted in 
over $470,000 in illicit profits over a 3-year period. During the course of 
our investigation, the small grocery store averaged more than $54,000 a month 
in SNAP redemptions. The owner, his wife, and another store associate 
exchanged SNAP benefits for cash on multiple occasions from September 2010 
through March 2012. All three individuals ultimately pled guilty to felony 
charges in U.S. District Court, Western District of Michigan. In June 20.13, 
the leader of the conspiracy was sentenced to 54 months' incarceration, 36 
months' supervised release, and $472,485 in restitution payable to FNS . His 
spouse was sentenced to 36 months' probation and was ordered to pay $472,485 
in restitution jointly with her husband. In August 2013, the third 
individual was sentenced to 12 months and 1 day of incarceration and $306,897 
in restitution payable jointly with his co-conspirators. 

NIC 

From FY 2012 to February 10, 2014, OIG opened 27 WIC related cases. During 
the same time period OIG had 27 indictments, 32 convictions, and $10.3 
million in monetary results. 

A joint investigation with the Immigration and Customs Enforcement-Homeland 
Security Investigations and the Georgia Department of Public Health Office of 
Inspector General determined the owner of a small store in Georgia defrauded 
WIC of approximately $400,000 between May 2009 and December 2010. During the 
investigation, the store owner and his employees purchased WIC vouchers for 
cash on 18 separate occasions. The store owner was charged in U.S. District 
Court:, Northern District of Georgia, with 18 counts of WIC fraud and 
83 counts of possession of forged securities. In May 2013, he pled guilty to 
all charges. In September 2013, he was sentenced to 22 months in prison, to 
be followed by 36 months of probation. He was ordered to pay $14,000 in 
restitution and a special assessment of $10,100. This case also resulted in 
the administrative seizure of $82,000. 

Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) 

From FY 2012 to February 10, 2014, OIG opened eight investigations related to 
CACFP. During the same time period OIG had eight indictments, four 
convictions, and $601,216 in monetary results. 

In October 2013, in U.S. District Court, Eastern District of New York, the 
executive director of a child development center who misappropriated funds 
for feeding children was sentenced to 57 months in prison, followed by 36 
months of supervised release and 300 hours of community service, and was 
ordered to pay $2.2 million in restitution (jointly and severally with her 
husband), a fine of $100,000, and a $100 special assessment. In October 
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2013, her husband (who has been in custody for the past 13 months} was 
sentenced to 36 months of probation, including 12 months' home confinement 
with electronic monitoring, and 300 hours of community service. He was also 
ordered to pay $2.2 million in joint and several restitution, a fine of 
$7,500, and a $100 special assessment. In addition, the couple was ordered 
to forfeit $3 million seized during the investigation. Our investigation, 
initiated from an OIG audit referral, determined that the executive director 
submitted fraudulent eligibility paperwork to inflate the number of children 
eligible for free and reduced price meals through the CACFP and also inflated 
meal counts on CACFP claims for restitution. She also engaged in a conflict 
of interest by using CACFP funds to pay for supplies from a company operated 
by her husband and misappropriated CACFP funds to pay for personal expenses. 
The child development center had participated in CACFP since 2002 and 
collected reimbursements for meals served totaling approximately $13.2 
million. The woman and her husband were charged in September 2011 with theft 
or bribery concerning programs receiving Federal funds. They pied guilty in 
April 2012. This investigation was conducted jointly with Internal Revenue 
Service - Criminal Investigation, the Nassau County Police Department, and 
the New York State Department of Health. 


Farm Service Agency 

From FY 2012 to February 10, 2014, OIG opened 93 investigations related to 
the FSA. In that same time period, OIG had 72 indictments, 70 convictions, 
and $33.7 million in monetary results. 

An OIG investigation determined an Iowa producer intentionally altered a corn 
contract to reflect a significantly greater amount of grain in storage than 
actually existed, which resulted in a local bank issuing a loan guaranteed by 
FSA. The producer eventually defaulted on the loan, causing a significant 
loss to the financial institution and US DA. In July 2013, the producer, who 
had previously pled guilty to making a false statement for the purpose of 
influencing a financial institution, was sentenced to 24 months' 
incarceration and was ordered to pay $200,000 in restitution to FSA and 
$155,000 in restitution to the financial institution. 

Risk Management Agen cy 

From FY 2012 to February 10, 2014, OIG opened 33 investigations related to 
the RMA. In the same time period, OIG had 25 indictments, 21 convictions, 
and $40.6 million in monetary results. 

An OIG investigation in North Carolina disclosed that, between September 2005 
and September 2011, a crop insurance agent assisted his clients in hiding 
tobacco production and filing false crop insurance claims. His actions 
caused $7.4 million in fraudulent Federal crop insurance indemnity payments 
and $1.0 million in fraudulent crop hail indemnity payments to be paid to his 
insured clients. In February 2013, in U.S. District Court, Eastern District 
of North Carolina, he was sentenced to 108 months' imprisonment, followed by 
36 months' supervised release, and ordered to pay $7.4 million in restitution 
to RMA and $1 million in restitution to various private insurance companies. 

Rural Development 


From FY 2012 to February 10, 2014, OIG opened 55 cases related to RD. In the 
same time period, OIG had 72 indictments, 41 convictions, and $32.2 million 
in monetary results. 
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An OIG investigation disclosed a group of individuals committed a number of 
illegal acts to obtain a $27.3 million RD-guaranteed loan to purchase a rural 
Mississippi hospital. Other crimes were committed while they operated the 
hospital. The hospital loan went into default in 2007, resulting in a multi- 
million dollar loss to RD. As a result of our investigation, five 
individuals were charged in U.S. District Court, Northern District of 
Mississippi, with making false statements, mail fraud, theft, bribery, 
embezzlement, and health care fraud. A physician who pled guilty to mail 
fraud, theft, and bribery was sentenced in November 2012 to serve 24 months 
of home confinement and 36 months of probation, and was ordered to pay 
$400,000 in restitution. A county administrator who pled guilty to the same 
charges was sentenced in February 2013 to 14 months' incarceration and 
ordered to pay $33,564 in restitution and a $40,000 fine. Two businessmen 
were found guilty by a Federal jury in March 2012 of multiple offenses, 
.including embezzlement, kickbacks, and lying to investigators. One of these 
men has been sentenced to 55 months' incarceration and 36 months of 
probation, and was ordered to pay a fine of $10,000. Sentencing is pending 
for the other businessman. The fifth individual charged died after he was 
indicted . 

Additionally, the chart below describes our FY 2013 investigative results 
relative to each USDA agency, including the FS. 


Agency 

Indictments 

Convictions 

Monetary 

Results 

AMS 



$9,283, 698 

APHIS 

119 

42 

$692,401 

ARS 

1 

3 

$360,883 

FAS 


2 

$342, 600 

FNS 

684 

431 

$52,789, 535 

FS 

9 

9 

$549, 354 

FSA 

29 

22 

$10, 459,778 

FSIS 

26 

10 

$1, 965,758 

GI PSA 


2 

$200 

Multi 

2 

2 

$37, 527 

NASS 




NIFA 




NRCS 

4 



OCFO 




oc:ro 




OGC 




OIG 




RBS 

8 

1 

$117,593 

RHS 

26 

16 

$4,158,385 

RMA 

8 

9 

$36, 771,754 

RUS 

1 

2 

$5, 130, 855 

SEC 




TOTAL 

917 

551 

$122, 660, 534 
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CONGRESSWOMAN ROSA L. DELAURO 


OS DA OIG HEARING QUESTIONS 


Ms. DeLauro: Thank you for your testimony, Ms. Fong. In that 
testimony you mention several food safety issues that I would like to follow 
up. 


Regarding Goal 1 - Safety and Security, the OIG report on hog slaughter found 
that FSIS had not evaluated the efficacy of the hog HIMP pilot, yet the 
agency has based, equivalency determinations for Canada, New Zealand, 

Australia for red meat export inspection systems based on that pilot. Is the 
OIG going to consider an audit of those equivalency determinations to 
ascertain their propriety? 


Response: Yes. In February 2014, we initiated a review to evaluate 

the changes the Food Safety and Inspection Service (FSIS) announced in 
January 201.3 to the agency's import inspection program. FSIS officials 
recently informed us these changes are expected to be completed by the end of 
FY 2014, Accordingly, we plan to review this area in FY 2015. We plan to 
evaluate FSIS' process for determining equivalency of a foreign country's 
inspection system and oversight to determine whether foreign inspection 
systems remain equivalent. We will also follow up on prior audit 
recommendations concerning the inspection of imported meat and poultry 
products . 

Ms. DeLauro: In an April 2012 report you identified multiple 
shortcomings related to the inspection of meat and poultry processing 
facilities. You noted that you were unable to determine the sufficiency of 
the FSIS staffing level because of inadequate data was of particular concern. 
The July 2013 OIG report on excessive overtime at FSIS found that 400 FSIS 
inspectors were working long hours that could compromise their ability to do 
their jobs effectively. What has FSIS done to remedy the situation? Has there 
been an effort to collect data that will help resolve this problem? Is FSIS 
now billing industry properly for overtime worked by FSIS inspectors? 

Response: In our audit report. Assessment of FSIS Inspection 
Personnel Shortages in Processing Establishments (Audit Report 24 601-0011-Hy, 
issued April 2012), we made a recommendation that FSIS create additional 
categories in the Public Health Information System (PHIS) to track the 
reasons for missed procedures at processing establishments. We also 
recommended that FSIS periodically analyze data of the establishments not 
inspected to determine the causes for missed inspections and take action, as 
needed. To address this, in January 2012, FSIS implemented an expanded list 
of 24 available choices in the PHIS system for inspection personnel to use 
when they cannot perform all scheduled inspection tasks. 

FSIS also directed its Data Analysis and Integration Group (DA.IG), on a bi- 
annual basis, to review PHIS data on inspection tasks being designated as 
"Not Performed," including the frequency of the type of tasks not performed 
and the reasons cited by Inspection Program Personnel (IPP), to determine 
whether potential trends exist and to inform decisions about allocation and 
prioritization of inspection work. FSIS plans to use these analyses to 
adjust inspection assignments, when warranted, to help ensure adequate 
inspection coverage. We have reached management decision on these 
recommendations. FSIS has reported to OCFO that FSIS has completed the 
corrective actions associated with these recommendations. 
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In our recent audit of FSIS ' and AMS' Field-Level Workforce Challenges (Audit 
Report 50601-0002-31, issued July 2013), OIG found that FSIS inspectors often 
worked far more hours than their AMS colleagues, a situation that could 
impair food safety. In addition, we found that FSIS could improve how they 
monitor or bill industry for their services. We made several recommendations 
to address these conditions. 

To address the hours worked by FSIS inspectors, we recommended that FSIS 
conduct an internal review of the safeguards FSIS currently has in place that 
limit the number of overtime hours an inspector is required to work and 
determine their effectiveness. Also, FSIS should perform an analysis to 
determine how many hours field staff can reasonably be expected to work for 
an extended period of time, while still maintaining appropriate mental and 
physical acuity. FSIS should also take appropriate action, as needed, on 
this review and analysis. To address this, FSIS agreed to conduct an 
internal review to examine the management controls in place to address 
excessive overtime hours or to approve exceptions to the limits in the Labor 
Management Agreement. The outcome of this review of the control process will 
determine if an internal audit should be conducted, to include effects of 
extended hours of work when reviewing employee fitness for duty. FSIS also 
has generated overtime reports that are sent to managers for their oversight 
and regular review. In addition, procedures will be developed for these 
managers to provide the appropriate action. We have reached management 
decision for this recommendation and FSIS has reported its completion of the 
corrective actions to OCFO. 

We also made several recommendations to improve the billing of industry of 
overtime worked by FSIS inspectors. These recommendations address automating 
or facilitating reconciliations of FSIS' time and attendance reporting system 
to its system for billing overtime, and developing a plan to implement a 
timekeeping system that will allow inspectors to track their time 
electronically for general timekeeping and billing purposes. We reached 
management decision on the recommendations regarding billing for overtime. 

FSIS estimates that final action will be reached on these recommendations by 
December 31, 2014. 

Ms. DeLauro: Lastly, the OIG semi-annual report to Congress (April 1 - 
September 30, 2013) refers to the review of the Public Health Information 
System (PHIS) for domestic inspection (FSIS) . Now that FSIS is relying more 
on PHIS, what is the status of the PHIS audit? 

Response: In this audit, we are evaluating the progress of FSIS' 

implementation of the domestic inspection portion of PHIS. We currently 
estimate releasing the final report associated with this audit in the summer 
of 2014. 

Ms. DeLauro: Regarding Goal 2 - Integrity of Benefits, I think that it 
is important for us to understand the issue of SNAP errors and fraud relative 
to other programs under USDA' s jurisdiction. Can you explain what issues of 
fraud there are in other USDA programs such as crop insurance or subsidy 
payments? What are examples of the kinds of problems that you see there? It. 
would seem that there may not be enough resources allocated by the Department 
to do adequate oversight of these programs given the prevented planting 
payments discussion in your written testimony. 
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Response: When conducting audits of OSDA agencies and its programs, 

if fraudulent issues are identified (such as review of vendor records or 
entities included in our audit scope) , they are referred to our office of 
Investigations . 

Since FY 2010, we have been spending approximately 14 to 20 percent of our 
investigative time and resources investigating fraud and mismanagement 
involving FSA and RMA programs. Most of our investigations find fraud on 
the part of program applicants and participants, including false claims on 
FSA loan applications, conversion of collateral that secures FSA direct and 
guaranteed loans, the establishment of sham farming operations on paper in 
order to receive more benefits than allowed under payment limitation rules, 
the hiding of crop production in order to file false crop insurance claims, 
and. other kinds of illegal activity involving improper crop insurance and 
farm subsidy benefits. The chart below provides further information on 
investigative resources spent on FSA and RMA programs by Fiscal Year. 

Percentage of Time Dedicated to FSA and RMA Investigations FY 2010 through 
2014 



% FSA 

% RMA 

Total % 
Combined 

P'S A /RMA 

FY 2010 

13.36% 

6.10% 

19.96% 

FY 2011 

9.87 

5.23 

15.10 

FY 2012 

9.96 

4.55 

14.51 

FY 2013 

9.85 

5.24 

15.09 

FY 2014 (to 
date) 

9.08% 

5.14% 

14.22% 




Thursday, March 6, 2014. 

COMMODITY FUTURES TRADING COMMISSION 

WITNESS 

HON. MARK WETJEN, ACTING CHAIRMAN, COMMODITY FUTURES 

TRADING COMMISSION 

Mr. Aderholt. Okay. The subcommittee will come to order. 

Chairman Wetjen, I welcome you today to the subcommittee. We 
apologize for a late start, but votes were called, and of course, we 
are not in control of the vote schedule. So thank you for bearing 
with us on that. 

Congratulations on your new job and new role as Acting Chair. 
I appreciate your taking the opportunity to testify. As the Acting 
Chairman and accommodating our short schedule this year to have 
this hearing in order to accommodate our regular order, we look 
forward to your testimony this morning and hearing from you. 

As we all know, the Commodity Futures Trading Commission is 
responsible for principle-based regulations of commodities, futures, 
options and swap markets in the marketplace. These markets are 
integral to our Nation’s free enterprise system. 

Some would say that the CFTC is resource starved. I think we 
need to take a closer look at that perception. This agency has re- 
ceived seven consecutive annual increases in funding, an overall in- 
crease of 92 percent since the financial crisis of 2008. 

There are not many agencies that have enjoyed such an increase. 
For this reason, I am glad to see the decreased budget request of 
$280 million and the President’s acknowledgement that this com- 
mittee has been saying for a while now that the requests for the 
past few years were inflated and not based on real needs. 

One of those issues I want to be sure to address today is the ab- 
solutely unnecessary furloughs that occurred in 2013. I understand 
that this did not happen under your watch as the chairman, but 
I do want to be sure that the employees of the CFTC understand 
that they were victims of what some of us think were some ques- 
tionable decision making. 

We sent out a statement on October 24th, 2013, and it was re- 
ported to the press that the CFTC had explicit legal authority to 
spend amounts necessary to avoid furloughs. At that time, CFTC 
told me that they could not use the authority. 

Flowever, a short while later, in January, two days after the day 
of agency-wide unpaid leave, CFTC used this same authority to 
prevent more furloughs. CFTC’s choice to not prevent all agency 
furloughs rests squarely on its shoulder. 

With regard to CFTC’s fiscal year 2015 budget request, I look 
forward to ensuring that CFTC puts priority on resources by per- 
forming core functions properly and avoiding regulatory overreach. 

(135) 
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CFTC has finished the majority of the rulemaking under the Dodd- 
Frank bill without the bloated budget request over the past few 
years. 

Similarly, they should be able to implement the regulations with- 
out excessive funding increases. As I say, we look forward to work- 
ing with the CFTC to find ways to streamline operations, put a pri- 
ority on the resources that are there, and avoid unnecessary regu- 
latory overreach. 

Before we recognize you, Mr. Chairman, for your opening state- 
ment, I would like to recognize the Ranking Member of the sub- 
committee, the distinguished gentleman from California, Mr. Farr. 

Mr. Farr. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

And I would like to echo your words. Congratulations and thank 
you for being here today. 

I was impressed with your testimony. What happens in this com- 
mittee is it is sort of a push-pull here. Some people think that we 
are going to solve our problems by cutting everything, and others 
feel that we are going to solve our problems by adding everything. 

I was just interested in where the two areas, and you do not 
have to answer this right now because this is opening statement, 
but I want to address a sentence in your statement, that for the 
responsibility that we have given you in law that Congress has en- 
acted, Dodd-Frank, how many cops do you need on the beat. 

At the same time, this issue on technology, I mean, your increase 
is 70 percent increase in technology, and the play between using 
technology so that you can have less employees, I mean, is just a 
smart, modern operation. But it seems to me that you cannot use 
technology for cops on the beat. I mean, we have not replaced in 
all the technology we use in law enforcement; we have not replaced 
literally the cop on the street. 

Perhaps you can share with us how that interplays and why you 
need to sustain the budget that the President has asked for. 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you, Mr. Farr. 

With that, I will turn it over to you, Chairman Wetjen. 

Without objection, your full testimony will be included in the 
record. If you would like to summarize your testimony and hit the 
highlights and then we can proceed with the questions. 

Again, we know we started late. So we will try to make up some 
time in trying to condense some things. So, again, welcome. We 
look forward to your testimony. 

Mr. Wetjen. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Good morning, Chairman Aderholt, Ranking Member Farr, and 
members of the subcommittee. Thank you for inviting me to the 
hearing today on the President’s fiscal year 2015 budget request for 
the Commission. 

In both my written and delivered remarks, I attempt to provide 
this subcommittee useful context to the important role the Com- 
mission plays in the financial system and the economy as a whole, 
as well as the important role this committee plays in helping our 
agency achieve its mission. 

I also hope to provide a clear picture of the potential risks posed 
by the continued state of underfunding for the agency. 

As you know, the Commission was directed by Congress to police 
the derivatives markets, which includes futures, options, and 
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swaps contracts relating to underlying commodities. These markets 
are critical to the efficient functioning of the global financial sys- 
tem and the economies it supports. Without them, a farmer cannot 
lock in a price for his crop. A small business cannot lock in an in- 
terest rate that would otherwise fluctuate, perhaps raising its 
costs. A global manufacturer cannot lock in a currency value, mak- 
ing it harder to plan and grow its global business. And a lender 
cannot manage its assets and balance sheet to ensure it can con- 
tinue lending, fueling the economy and the process. 

The derivatives markets better enable these enterprises to do 
what they do best, create jobs and grow the economy. When not 
overseen properly, irregularities or failures of firms in these mar- 
kets can severely and negatively impact the economy and cause 
dramatic losses for individual participants, and this is why appro- 
priately funding the CFTC is so critical. 

The unfortunate reality is that at current funding levels the 
Commission is unable to adequately fulfill the mission Congress 
gave it. That mission is to prevent disruptions to market integrity 
and the build-up of systemic risk, as well as ensure that these mar- 
kets are free of fraud and manipulation. 

Recent increases in the agency’s funding have been essential and 
appreciated. They have not, however, kept pace with the growth of 
the commission’s responsibilities, including under Dodd-Frank. 
Allow me to explain how the markets we oversee and the respon- 
sibilities of the Commission have grown. 

The notional value of derivatives centrally cleared by clearing- 
houses was $124 trillion in 2010 and is now $223 trillion. That is 
nearly a 100 percent increase. Now more than ever a clearing- 
house’s failure to follow international guidelines in the commis- 
sion’s regulations designed to ensure proper risk management 
could have significant economic consequences. 

The amount of customer funds managed by clearinghouses and 
futures commission merchants was $177 billion in 2010, and is now 
over $225 billion. The Commission’s rules are designed to ensure 
customer funds are safely kept by these firms, and a failure to pro- 
vide appropriate oversight increases the chance of risky practices, 
placing customer funds at risk. 

I must remind the committee that two such firms have failed in 
the last few years. 

The total number of registrants and registered entities overseen 
directly by the Commission, depending on the measure, has in- 
creased by at least 40 percent in the last four years. This includes 
99 swap dealers, two major swap participants, and dozens of clear- 
inghouses and trading venues. 

The CFTC also oversees more than 4,000 advisors and operators 
of managed funds, some of which have significant outward expo- 
sures across the financial markets. 

Additionally, the Commission directly or indirectly supervises ap- 
proximately another 64,000 registrants. These intermediaries are 
by and large well run firms that perform important services for 
their customers. But those relying upon these firms in the Amer- 
ican public deserve assurances that the risks the firms pose are 
being mitigated by an agency capable of meaningful oversight. Yet 
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the agency’s current onboard staff responsible for this mission is 
just 644 employees. 

The fiscal year 2015 request is a significant step towards the 
longer term funding level that is necessary to fully and responsibly 
fulfill the agency’s core mission. It recognizes the immediate need 
for an appropriation of $280 million and approximately 920 staff- 
years, which is heavily weighted towards examinations, surveil- 
lance, and technology functions. 

The request balances the need for more technological tools to 
monitor the markets and identify risk and compliance issues with 
the need for expert staff to analyze the data collected through tech- 
nology. 

In conclusion, the Commission’s ability to appropriately oversee 
the derivatives marketplace hinges on security additional re- 
sources. 

Thank you for inviting me today, and I would be happy to an- 
swer any questions. 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

As I mentioned in my opening statement, I would like to correct 
the misperception that CFTC has been purposely starved for re- 
sources since the financial crisis of 2008. CFTC has received a 91 
percent increase in funding, practically doubling its size from 112 
million to 215 million. Yet we constantly read in the press that the 
agency is just barely getting by, and you yourself have referred to 
the agency as resource constrained at different hearings. 

Given the substantial increase in funding and the work that 
CFTC has already accomplished, why CFTC needs another 30 per- 
cent increase in funding is what we would, you know, like to hear 
your argument on that. 

Mr. Wetjen. I appreciate the question, Mr. Chairman. 

I tried to in my previous remarks just now give a number of dif- 
ferent measurements of both the marketplace and the entities that 
function in the marketplace that we oversee, and I tried to give a 
sense of scale and also a sense of the increase in responsibilities. 

And on the scale side, those two measurements of the notional 
value of the market plus the amount of customer funds that are 
supposed to be safely kept under our regulations by both clearing- 
houses and FCMs is a good measure. 

And then I think the total number of registered entities that we 
either directly or indirectly oversee is a rather large number. As I 
said, it is roughly a total of 68,000 registered entities, and that re- 
flects an increase in one of the subcategories of about 40 percent 
over the last several years. 

So all that said, those descriptions try to give you a sense that 
the responsibilities have, in fact, grown. Some of that is a function 
of new responsibilities given in recent years, but the rest of it has 
to do with just regular organic growth in the marketplace and or- 
ganic growth among the registered entities who are trying to serve 
needs for participants in these markets. 

Mr. Aderholt. Of course, the President did decrease the budget 
request this year, and what is your rationale of his decrease? 

Mr. Wetjen. Well, the budget request this year and in previous 
years when I have been involved in the process, I have always 
looked at each of them with the three primary focuses in mind, if 
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you will, and I have always looked at these requests to determine 
are we doing enough on the three core functions of surveillance, ex- 
aminations, and enforcement. 

And prior to my current role, I would review them with those 
goals in mind, to look and see are we leveraging technology suffi- 
ciently and are we including or adding enough staff to make sure 
we can satisfy those three key areas. 

I believe previous budget requests did that. I think today’s budg- 
et request before you that we are here to discuss will put us in a 
very, very strong footing if funded at that level. I think we are 
going to be able to do a level job on those three key areas. 

The other thing I would point out is that the request this year 
is a little bit different because it tries to be respectful of the Con- 
gress’ direction through the budget resolution, which basically 
called for level funding for discretionary spending as it relates to 
the current level of spending on the discretionary side. So in light 
of that it just felt sensible and the right thing to do to be a little 
bit more constrained or restrained in the request. 

Mr. Aderholt. Well, I understand that this is the first time that 
you have been the chairman as far as with the budget, and so you 
have not had as much involvement as you have now as chairman 
with the resources, but thank you for the response. 

Mr. Farr. 

Mr. Farr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

You indicated in your questioning there or noted the percentage 
of increase in the budget, but I think it also fails to note the per- 
centage of increase in responsibility. Can you put that into some 
kind of percentage terms? 

And I also read that you only have 40 more employees than you 
did 20 years ago. So lay out for me a little bit about what the mag- 
nitude of the Dodd-Frank responsibility is, and that is what this 
whole debate is about. We have enacted a law. It gives you lots of 
things to do in these categories in an area that had never been reg- 
ulated before. So you are going in to do something that nobody 
really had a lot of experience with, rule writing, all of that stuff, 
with a budget that we keep whacking away at. 

It does not seem to me that you can do what you are mandated 
to do in law even with the “ask” the President is making. So could 
you put that into some context of what the increase in responsi- 
bility is? 

Mr. Wetjen. I appreciate the question, Congressman. 

Again, I mentioned several before, but we might just key in on 
those entities that we directly oversee at the CFTC. Those would 
be these intermediaries, such as futures commission merchants, 
managed funds, swap dealers, and major swap participants. In 
those four key categories alone we have seen an increase of 40 per- 
cent in the number of entities now registered with us. 

And of course, once an entity registers, it is subject to a host of 
responsibilities under our regulations that we at the agency must 
oversee and enforce. So I think that is a pretty instructive meas- 
urement. 

The other, as I said a little bit earlier, the amount of customer 
funds now being held by clearinghouses and futures commission 
merchants has increased by more than $50 billion, I think the fig- 
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ure was. That is additional money that belongs to customers that 
has to be managed well and safely kept, and in the event that some 
sort of failure, which is something we have seen unfortunately in 
the last few years, those funds can be lost or tied up in a bank- 
ruptcy proceeding or whatever else for some amount of time, and 
we need to do our level best to make sure that does not happen 
again. 

Mr. Farr. How short of what the President has asked for do you 
think the “ask” is? I mean, you seem from what I have read, and 
part of it came out of this New Republic article which was Novem- 
ber of last year that really defends, I think, very strongly that Con- 
gress has been underfunding its responsibility for your duties. 

Mr. Wetjen. So, Congressman, the question is how much 

Mr. Farr. Well, I hear you have fewer people now for enforce- 
ment than you did in 2002. How can that be? Is that just because 
we have not put enough money into enforcement? 

Mr. Wetjen. Well, that is probably part of it. Some of it obvi- 
ously has to do with attrition, but again, with more responsibilities 
at the agency, the growth within the Division of Enforcement has 
not been as fast as perhaps other divisions within the agency had 
to be in light of some of these new responsibilities. So that explains 
some of it, too. 

But, no, the request, again, before you today I think will get us 
to the minimum level of staff that I believe we need to, again, exe- 
cute on those three core areas: examination, surveillance of the 
marketplace, and a good, strong credible enforcement program. 

Mr. Farr. My time has expired. Thank you. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Nunnelee. 

Mr. Nunnelee. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, thanks for being here. 

Justice Oliver Wendell Holmes one day said, “I am not near as 
concerned where men stand as in what direction he is headed.” 
(sic) And I like the direction you are headed. I like it when folks 
come here and say, “We are going to request less money than be- 
fore.” I appreciate that attitude. 

But I have been around government long enough to know that 
when an agency comes and says, “We are going to make do on sig- 
nificantly less money,” I need to ask a couple questions. 

So my main question is you are not looking to supplant the de- 
crease in funding that you are requesting by any type of increase 
or any new user fees, are you? 

Mr. Wetjen. Mr. Congressman, I appreciate the question. 

The President’s proposal or request references user fees, and if 
that is something that Congress entertains, there would be a lot of 
issues to work through, and you know, the CFTC would want to 
be part of that process. 

My view on the matter at the moment is that, again, even in the 
relatively short while that I have been serving as acting chair, I 
have seen firsthand the types of effects it has on the agency and 
our ability to respond to questions, to respond to petitions from the 
marketplace, to try and respond to international regulators who 
are asking for us to enhance and improve upon or increase our co- 
ordination efforts and harmonization efforts. 
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All those things take time and resources and people, and so the 
fact that we are falling a little bit short in our ability to do those 
types of things, it leaves me in the position where I am basically 
open to considering anything to make sure that we, again, have the 
people we need to do the job and the technology necessary to lever- 
age that human capital. 

Mr. Nunnelee. We need to talk long and hard before we start 
talking about adding new user fees or increasing anything charged. 

All right. Let us move on. I understand you are involved in look- 
ing at the regulations dealing with high frequency trading. Just ex- 
plain to me from a layman’s point of view what you are hoping to 
accomplish and how you want to accomplish that. 

Mr. Wetjen. Well, Congressman, the main thing the agency has 
done is we put out for comment a concept release that asked a se- 
ries of questions to the marketplace concerning how do we make 
sure these types of firms do not pose unacceptable risks to the mar- 
ketplaces that they are operating in, and the use of algorithms and 
computer technology to increase the speed with which trading oc- 
curs. 

It creates a certain type of risk that has to be accounted for, and 
the exchanges and the participants themselves have a number of 
risk controls in place already, and so the basic thrust of the concept 
release was asking questions to the marketplace: are the controls 
in place now the sorts of controls that are bare minimum neces- 
sities to control for that risk? 

And then it also asks questions about what other types of con- 
trols might we consider, and so the focus is really on risk, and it 
is the type of risk that is posed by the fact that the trading activity 
happens so fast through the use of computers, and again, it creates 
unique sorts of risks and issues for policy that the commission 
needs to work through. 

Mr. Nunnelee. In light of the fact that you have not fully imple- 
mented all of your rulemaking required under the Dodd-Frank Act, 
why would you think it is necessary to move forward in new areas 
of regulation? 

Mr. Wetjen. Well, I think, again, as it relates to high frequency 
trading, where we are in the process is we have put out for com- 
ment this concept release, and recently the comment period was ex- 
tended. I think it might be closed now. 

So what we will do now is we will read through what was sub- 
mitted to us. I am sure there will be a number of discussions that 
take place, and depending again on what the input from the mar- 
ketplace is or was through that process, we will have to make a 
judgment about what to do going forward, but I have not prejudged 
the concept release or the comment letters that have been filed 
under it. So that is where we are in the process at the moment. 

Mr. Nunnelee. All right. Thank you, Mr. Chair. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Bishop. 

Mr. Bishop. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

And welcome, Mr. Wetjen. As you know, there have been several 
entities who have been working for some time with the CFTC on 
enforcement with respect to the metals market for aluminum at 
the London Metals Exchange. Your predecessor, Chairman Gensler, 
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last summer indicated the CFTC has the authority to act in train- 
ing manipulation related to the London Metals Exchange. 

Given the CFTC’s role in protecting and preserving the integrity 
of commodity markets, are there funding or research issues that 
are preventing the commission from exerting its proper authority 
or to bring the London Metals Exchange practices in accord with 
global commodity exchanges where commodities are traded? 

Mr. Wetjen. Mr. Congressman, I thank you for the question. 

Whenever the agency and the staff at the CFTC hear anything 
from the marketplace about possible manipulative activity, we take 
all of it very, very seriously, and we look into it. 

If we are resource constrained, obviously that could have some 
level of impact on our ability to pursue certain sorts of conduct or 
activity that is revealed through some kind of an investigation that 
we might do at the agency. 

Mr. Bishop. Is that the case in all cases? 

Mr. Wetjen. Well, I cannot speak to any ongoing investigations 
specifically, but it does stand to reason, you know, the fewer re- 
sources we have, the harder it will be to pursue that in the best 
way possible. 

Mr. Bishop. You ultimately would need additional resources in 
order to address those concerns? 

Mr. Wetjen. It would definitely be helpful, yes. 

Mr. Bishop. Thank you for that forthright answer. 

As you may know, last year I shared my concern with Chairman 
Gensler regarding the potential international reach of the CFTC’s 
proposed cross-border rules, particularly as they might impact Eu- 
rope and Asia. Specifically there was a concern in the industry 
with respect to the scope of cross-border applicability, as well as 
the fact that both the SEC and the CFTC share some responsibility 
for regulating swaps. 

Can you give the subcommittee an update on this matter? And 
I am particularly interested in where you and the SEC are in 
terms of the rulemaking process and whether or not there is a pos- 
sibility of enacting rules that would be similar, if not the same, so 
that the regulated parties will not have to comply with multiple 
rules. 

Also, can you update us on any discussion with your counterparts 
in Asia and Europe regarding this issue and any outcomes? 

It is our understanding that the European Union is not expected 
to take up any rulemakings until 2016. Just tell me whether or not 
that is going to create some heartburn for the U.S. because of the 
delay. 

Mr. Wetjen. Thank you, Mr. Congressman. 

I guess there are two points. The first is our coordination with 
the SEC, and then our coordination with Europe. On the former, 
as you likely know, the CFTC finalized its cross-border guidance 
last summer, and that was the result of a fairly lengthy process 
that included a proposal where we solicited comments from the 
marketplace. The final guidance was issued last summer, there 
was a deliberative process that led to it, and I think that we did 
a level job of taking into account the feedback we got through the 
comment process. 
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So, again, that has been in place now for more than six months. 
Meanwhile the SEC continues its effort to implement a cross-bor- 
der policy, and I can assure you there is a lot of discussion taking 
place between the two agencies. In fact, in just the last few weeks 
as sponsor of the Global Markets Advisory Committee at the CFTC, 
I hosted a meeting on the CFTC’s cross-border policy, and we had 
staff from the SEC who were present at the meeting and presented 
and gave us their views on a host of different topics. So that is just 
one example of how the agencies continue to work fairly closely. 

Some of this happens outside the public eye, of course, and a lot 
of it happens through the staff, but there is a lot of dialogue I can 
assure you, especially now, as I said, given the fact that the SEC 
still has to do a few things by way of rulemakings to put their pol- 
icy in place. 

Mr. Bishop. I think my time has just about expired. Thank you. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Valadao. 

Mr. Valadao. Thank you, Mr. Chair. 

And, Chairman, Andrei Kirilenko, former CFTC Chief Economist, 
recipient of the CFTC Chairman’s Award for Excellence in 2010, 
and co-authored the 2010 Flash Crash Report, has recently pro- 
duced a new paper on financial regulation in his role at the Massa- 
chusetts Institute of Technology. 

Some recommendations he had for the financial regulators are: 
financial regulations should recognize the automation increasingly 
higher transaction speeds make it nearly impossible for humans to 
provide effective layers of risk management. Regulators need to 
change their surveillance and enforcement practices to be more 
cyber centric rather than human centric. 

My question is your budget requests only a small increase for the 
development, modernization and enhancement of technology. How- 
ever, it requests an increase of 35 percent for new staff. Can you 
explain the discrepancy, given these recommendations? 

Mr. Wetjen. Thank you, Mr. Congressman. 

I go back to the three key areas of our mission that I mentioned 
before, and they are, again, surveillance, examinations of our reg- 
istered entities, and enforcement. And in order to do a sufficient job 
in those three key areas, we need the additional staff request 
under this budget. 

That is not to say we do not need additional investment in tech- 
nology, and I completely agree that we do. I have not read Mr. 
Kirilenko’s paper, but I do agree with his thesis, and we have been 
trying to use and deploy some of the new funds set aside for tech- 
nology for new initiatives. One of those new initiatives that is being 
considered is trying to collect and analyze order message data. 
That is something that some of the other commissioners at the 
agency have shown some interest in as well, and that is the sort 
of thing that I think would speak to or respond to some of the 
issues it sounds like raised in Mr. Kirilenko’s paper. 

Mr. Valadao. Thank you. 

Mr. Aderholt. Ms. DeLauro. 

Ms. DeLauro. Good morning. 

Mr. Aderholt. Good morning. 

Ms. DeLauro. Thank you. I am sorry I was not here for your tes- 
timony, but I am delighted to have you as a witness this morning. 
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I want to first say very quickly that I was stunned, but pleas- 
antly stunned, to read your forthrightness, your honesty, and the 
clarity of both yourself and Commissioner Chilton about under- 
funding and what that means to your agency. 

A couple of very quick yes or no, and then I want to move on to 
the question. Are you a regulatory agency? 

Mr. Wetjen. Yes. 

Ms. DeLauro. Okay. And with that, simply what do you regu- 
late? 

Mr. Wetjen. The derivatives markets. 

Ms. DeLauro. How much money is involved in that derivatives 
market? 

Mr. Wetjen. Well, the size, the notional value of the markets 
fluctuate, but it is anywhere between four and $500 trillion. 

Ms. DeLauro. Four to $500 trillion. A trillion dollars a day my 
colleague Mr. Farr talks. More than that. 

Now, I am going to get to dollars that you need and the risk to 
underfunding that may not come up in this round, but I will get 
back to that, but your testimony, CFTC has fallen far, far short “of 
performance goals for its examinations activities due to a signifi- 
cant lack of resources.” 

Now, this is a subcommittee that has recently been obsessed 
with reducing fraud and error rates in the SNAP Program, which 
has one of the lowest error rates of any Federal program at 3.4 per- 
cent. I would hope that my colleagues would be equally concerned 
with fraud and abuses that go unchecked in the swaps, futures, 
and commodity markets. 

I might add that as I understand it, you had 82 enforcement ac- 
tions over the last three years. You brought in more than $1.7 bil- 
lion in sanctions. This would seem an area where additional fund- 
ing would yield additional revenue for the government. And we 
have provided an appropriations amount at that time of about $600 
million. 

When you have been forced to prioritize your investigations, 
what has been left out? What would you be able to accomplish with 
a more robust funding level? 

Mr. Wetjen. Congresswoman, I appreciate the question and your 
interest in the agency. 

Just speaking to, again, one of those three core areas that I had 
mentioned, enforcement, as you alluded to in your question, we 
have not really grown that division much over the last number of 
years, and we are actually at a lower level than we were more than 
a few years ago. And so with fewer staff in enforcement, obviously, 
it stands to reason there are probably going to be fewer enforce- 
ment matters the division can bring. 

So we want to have a credible enforcement program, and so we 
want to be able to pursue any relevant type of conduct or manipu- 
lative conduct that an investigation turns up. And, again, in order 
to do that, in order to respond to every referral that comes in in 
a meaningful way, in order to respond to referrals from our Divi- 
sion of Market Oversight, which is the division responsible for sur- 
veillance, we have to have 

Ms. DeLauro. Would you be able to bring in more revenues? 
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Mr. Wetjen. It is hard to predict that because it sort of depends 
on the nature of the case, but it would stand to reason that the 
more matters you bring presumably the more revenues you would 
bring in by way of fines, yes. 

Ms. DeLauro. To be repetitive, it has been three years, $1.7 bil- 
lion. What a heck of a return on an investment there. 

I also might add that my understanding is that in 2002 you had 
enforcement people. The numbers were 154. In 2014, we had 149, 
and just very quickly, once again, the difference between what you 
were doing in 2002 and what you are doing in 2014, and the dollar 
amount that you are dealing with now as opposed to 2002. 

Mr. Wetjen. Yes, Congresswoman, that is right. Again, I men- 
tioned the 40 percent increase in the number of registered entities 
directly overseen by the agency. I think that is a very good meas- 
ure of the growth of responsibilities. 

I also go back to the increase in the amount of customer funds 
that clearinghouses and futures commission merchants have to 
keep safe and manage for risk. Both numbers have increased sub- 
stantially and so all the more reason why we need to keep a close 
eye on what is happening in these markets. 

Ms. DeLauro. I would just conclude by saying that my own view, 
and I think it is evident here, is that strong funding for the CFTC 
reduces the deficit in many more ways than a lot of other actions 
that we are presuming to take on, and so that we ought to be able 
to provide the resources necessary for this regulatory agency to 
carry out its mission. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Yoder. 

Mr. Yoder. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, thank you for joining us today. I appreciate your 
testimony, and I want to compliment you on your open approach 
towards making sure that we have good information, good comment 
opportunities for folks to weigh in on some of the important deci- 
sions you are making at the CFTC. 

I want to echo some of the concerns that Mr. Bishop brought up 
regarding cross-border swaps. In fact, our committee last year 
passed a bipartisan amendment to support the notion that the SEC 
and the CFTC should coordinate on these swaps so that we have 
as much certainty and consistency, predictability, and openness in 
the process to ensure that the rulemaking is done in a way that 
achieves the goal, which is to protect consumers and ensure that 
the CFTC can do its proper oversight. 

I just want to note that I think the changes you brought forward 
as acting chair have been very positive and improved in that re- 
gard, and it has been noticed. 

I want to ask a little bit of a follow-up from Mr. Bishop’s ques- 
tion, and the guidance that you put out, I guess, in November, I 
know you have put that on hold and are seeking further comment 
because of the disarray it has caused in the market. 

Can you give us a status report on the comments that you are 
seeking with respect to the November changes? 

Mr. Wetjen. Thank you, Mr. Congressman, and I appreciate 
your kind words. 
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The advisory you mentioned from November 14th of last year 
was, indeed, put out for comment by the commission at the begin- 
ning of the year, and I think there is a little bit of time left in the 
comment period. 

Once the comment period closes, we need to carefully review 
what has been submitted and get a better sense of how exactly the 
marketplace thinks that we should resolve the set of circumstances 
addressed in the advisory, and there are a number of different 
ways we could do that, including sticking with the advisory, but de- 
pending, again, on what the comments that come in say, we could 
consider a number of different things. 

So I can assure you there is openness to considering any number 
of different ways to handle this, but I think that with respect to 
the guidance from the summer, the cross-border guidance from the 
summer, I think that people can perhaps quibble around the edges, 
but I think it reflects pretty sound policy and was the result of a 
very long, lengthy deliberation process. So I am very interested in 
making sure that that stays in place and people can continue work- 
ing and complying with it. 

Mr. Yoder. What is the time line on the completion of the No- 
vember guidance? 

Mr. Wetjen. The no action relief currently in place lasts until 
September. So the comment period, as I said, I believe closes in an- 
other week or so. So, again, presumably we would want to, after 
reviewing the comment letters, make some sort of a decision about 
what to do before the related no action relief expires in September. 

Mr. Yoder. Fair enough. We have seen a lot of news about 
banks’ involvement in the commodities markets. I know the Fed- 
eral Reserve is seeking public comment on this topic. Flowever, the 
CFTC has the authority to police those markets for manipulation. 
Do you believe the CFTC has enough statutory authority to gather 
the necessary information to protect the commodities markets from 
fraud and manipulation? 

Mr. Wetjen. Yes, I believe so. There are, of course, reporting ob- 
ligations over the marketplace related to derivatives. The agency 
also has special call authority that it can rely upon if it hears of 
something and it gets a referral and wants to follow up with addi- 
tional information. So that is something that we have at our dis- 
posal. 

We, of course, can share information with other Federal agencies, 
and an example of this that does not necessarily relate to all of the 
energy markets, but at least with respect to power and electricity, 
we just announced the first transfer of data from the CFTC to the 
FERC yesterday, and that was done pursuant to a memorandum 
of understanding that the two agencies entered into, which we 
were directed to do by the Congress several years ago. 

So I feel reasonably confident now that we are able to get the in- 
formation that we need to pursue any enforcement actions if nec- 
essary if there is manipulation taking place. 

Mr. Yoder. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I yield back. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Fortenberry. 

Mr. Fortenberry. Thank you. 
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Good morning, Mr. Chairman. I am sorry I did not have the ben- 
efit of your earlier testimony so I am playing a little bit of catch- 
up here, but I did review some of it. 

Are the derivatives markets broken? 

Mr. Wetjen. I do not believe so, no. 

Mr. Fortenberry. Do they function well? 

Mr. Wetjen. I think they function reasonably well. There is a 
structural shift taking place on the swap side, as you know, given 
the reforms over the last several years, and there is going to be 
some adjustment that goes along with that, but I am not hearing 
or seeing anything that leads me to believe that there is 
brokenness in the markets, no. 

Mr. Fortenberry. Here is why I asked the question, and I think 
you are probably aware of what I am hinting at. When you have 
an inverse relationship of what has traditionally been between 
hedgers and speculators, when you have unexplained price vola- 
tility when there is not a disruption of supply, for instance, the 
very purpose of a derivatives market, which is to hedge risk and 
decrease volatility and make the market more perfect, actually may 
be lending itself to increased volatility and market brokenness, and 
that is the point of my question. 

The point in the example here, in 2008, the price of oil shot up 
to $145 a barrel. Then it rebounded, came back down. By 2011, 
there was a run-up of about 20 percent in the price of oil, but gaso- 
line prices went up to their 2008 levels, again, no interruption of 
supply. 

So this unexplainable price volatility begs the question as to 
whether or not speculation in the market itself is undermining the 
very purpose of the market to decrease volatility and hedge risk. 

Mr. Wetjen. I appreciate the question. 

I think I have not studied the data closely. It probably would be 
confirmed in most studies that certainly there has been perhaps an 
increase in volatility at least during certain periods of time or the 
last number of years in the markets. There are a number of pos- 
sible explanations for that, including the question asked earlier 
about the presence of high frequency trading firms. 

So the trading velocity and the trading volume has changed a lot, 
but I think the real measure of whether the markets are working 
or not or the best measure is: Is there sufficient liquidity for those 
who really need to do traditional hedging? Is there sufficient liquid- 
ity in the marketplace for them to achieve that purpose? 

By and large my sense is that in most cases anyway that is 
something that is achievable for them. 

Mr. Fortenberry. Well, I would not disagree with that, but at 
what cost given the volatility and what is causing the volatility. Is 
it basically underlying structures of supply and demand? Not clear- 
ly, and so the market itself maybe a factor, a significant factor in 
the increase of volatility, which is very disruptive to free market 
economies. In other words, it begs the question of as to whether or 
not this is functioning properly. 

It is a larger academic question. I recognize that and your day- 
to-day management of trying to ensure there is not fraud of insider 
trading, all the things that you do maybe do not lend itself to deep- 
er reflection on this purpose, but I think it is important because 
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the very reason we are talking about giving you more money is be- 
cause we keep seeing problems here. We do not want any cheating. 
We want the free market to function properly, but at the same time 
if the fundamental structures are cracked betraying the very pur- 
pose of the market, I think that is something we have to look at 
and think through. 

Mr. Wetjen. Congressman, that is a very thoughtful point and 
question, and I agree. I think it would be worthwhile to take a step 
back and maybe look at the big picture and perhaps I could follow 
up with you after the hearing and figure out a way to do that and 
maybe get some additional information for you that could be useful. 
So I am happy to follow up with you on that. 

Mr. Fortenberry. I would appreciate that. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Aderholt. You mentioned in your testimony that various 
statistics have been used to measure the increase of CFTC’s re- 
sponsibilities. One thing that is mentioned is the gross notional 
value of hundreds of trillions of dollars, which is several times larg- 
er than the world economy, but the Bank for International Settle- 
ments has published its data that would disagree with that. 

I would like to look at some other measurements. You are includ- 
ing one, increase in trading volume; number two, increase in cus- 
tomer funds; and number three, increase in registered entities 
under CFTC. 

Using your own statistics, number one, the increase in trading 
volume for futures is 13 percent. For swaps it is 33 percent. The 
increase of customer funds is 27 percent. The increase in registered 
entities is 40 percent. 

So the highest metric you have given would be 40 percent. Yet 
the CFTC’s budget since the financial crisis of 2008 has increased 
91 percent. Explain to us the request for another 30 percent in- 
crease in CFTC’s budget. 

Mr. Wetjen. Mr. Chair, I appreciate the question. 

The way I approached this budget was looking at those different 
ways of measuring, but also looking at the mission of the agency 
set out under the statute. I analyzed it by focusing on the number 
of people we have and then making judgments about the number 
of people that I thought we needed to execute on those mission ac- 
tivities, focusing, again, on three key ones for me which are en- 
forcement, surveillance, and examinations. 

And I just went through the divisions and looked to see, well, 
how many people do we have doing those three key things in ex- 
aminations? In the Division of Clearing and Risk, it is a very small 
number. I think it is around 12 or 13. 

In the Division of Swap Dealer and Intermediary Oversight, it is 
slightly larger because they have more registered entities under 
their purview, but still a pretty small number. In fiscal year 2013, 
it looks like it was 48. 

And, again, DSIO, that division oversees tens of thousands of en- 
tities, either directly or indirectly. Most of those are indirect, but 
a substantial number are under the CFTC’s direct oversight. 

So we do not need enough people to look at every single last one 
of those registered entities year after year, but we need enough to 
basically keep the entities honest and to do at least a reasonable, 
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acceptable level spot check of those registered entities, and again, 
based on the number we have today, we are not able to do that. 

Mr. Aderholt. You mentioned the CFTC’s leverages of resources 
of self-regulatory structure. The number of regulatory includes 
around 800 staff plus CFTC’s 647 employees, and that would make 
a total of about 1,450 employees to regulate the industry. 

Do you think it would be more transparent to acknowledge the 
totality of the hard working regulatory staff rather than just 
CFTC’s own in asking for the increase? 

Mr. Wetjen. Well, I think the budget request itself does, indeed, 
acknowledge that. There is a reference to the fact that there is a 
coordination and cooperation effort with the self-regulatory organi- 
zations, and so I can certainly concede that point. 

But the types of reviews that the SROs often do is a little bit dif- 
ferent than the type of reviews at least focusing on examinations, 
the sort of examinations that the CFTC staff would be responsible 
for doing. The CFTC staff ultimately are the ones responsible for 
providing interpretations about what the regulations actually re- 
quire, and they look at and do these examinations through a slight- 
ly different lens, I would suggest. It is much more risk based. It 
is much more policy driven, and so with that type of approach and 
combination with the approach taken by the SROs, I think in the 
cases where you have both entities involved, both the SRO and the 
CFTC, that is how you get the best oversight. 

But, again, even though that type of cooperation where we are 
doing it qualitatively, different type of review, and we are not doing 
it of all the registered entities that the SROs might have direct 
oversight over, we still do not have enough people to have that 
level of cooperation. 

So, again, that is why the request was made at the number it 
was requested at, because we need additional staff, additional 
FTEs focusing on that examination function, just focusing on the 
examination for now. That does not get into enforcement and sur- 
veillance. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Farr. 

Mr. Farr. I find that people are always fighting regulation in 
politics at whatever level of government you are in, and yet it is 
the business sector that comes in and asks for regulations. They 
want licensing. They want standards set up. They want certainty, 
and certainly financing is of all of them. You know, you want some 
predictability that you are not going to have a disaster, that some 
unforeseen circumstances are going to occur because that makes it 
a lot more risky. 

There must be somebody out there in the private sector who 
wants you to have more staff and do a better job of providing an 
opportunity for transparency because this is what we are really 
talking about, is transparency and then where you find anomalies 
enforcement. 

Who are the people that might be interested in seeing you get 
a bigger budget? 

Mr. Wetjen. Mr. Congressman, I could identify them. I could 
probably give you their phone numbers, too, if you like although I 
will not do that here. 
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Now, to be sure, that is, in fact, the case. We have tremendous 
demands placed on the agency right now, demands for clarifica- 
tions, petitions for one purpose or another, including relief or in- 
cluding some other action expected or needed from the agency, de- 
mands for guidance, demands for interpretation. 

So, and I mentioned it a little bit earlier, there are a number of 
demands on the international front, and as we know, these are 
global markets, and there are other regulators and jurisdictions 
who have a say in the oversight of these markets, and there is a 
tremendous amount of dialogue that takes place between the other 
regulators around the globe. They have demands. We have de- 
mands of them. 

Let me give you an example. The European Commission right 
now is undertaking the number of equivalence determinations, and 
these are determinations about whether or not some of our rules 
are sufficiently similar to theirs or whether some of the entities 
based in the U.S. but operate over in Europe can follow CFTC reg- 
ulation rather than European regulation. That includes dealers. 
That includes clearinghouses. 

And so there is a tremendous amount of work and time that gets 
put into having those dialogues and trying to work with these other 
regulators so that they come out with a good result on their own 
equivalency determinations. 

Mr. Farr. What U.S. entities or companies want better regula- 
tion? 

Mr. Wetjen. Well, I think my sense is that most participants in 
the derivatives markets think that confidence is built and there is 
greater credibility when there is sufficient strong oversight of the 
markets. When we saw the failures of the two FCMs several years 
back, it was kind of a jarring event, I think, for a lot of the partici- 
pants in the futures market, in particular, because that was the 
failure of a sizable firm. A large number of customer funds were 
put at risk and tied up in bankruptcy, and I do not know if it was 
a crisis of confidence, but as I said, it had a real jarring effect. We 
could sense that at the agency, and it seemed very, very real to me. 

So those who are watching that incident very, very closely, I am 
sure most of them would agree that we need a properly overseen 
and properly regulated FCM community to make sure that people 
continue bringing liquidity to these markets that the FCMs inter- 
mediate in. 

Mr. Farr. Most of your activities you stated are in surveillance, 
examinations and enforcement. I think that is similar to what our 
intel agencies do. I am just thinking if you were an intelligence 
agency before a congressional community and asking for the assets 
to do this, I doubt that we would be criticizing you in the sense 
that you do not need the money or you do not need to do the work 
in order to have the intelligence of our markets, and in this esoteric 
area of future swaps and options, we need it more than ever. 

So I just think that this committee, we ought to think about this. 
This is our responsibility. Do we really want to handicap this agen- 
cy at a time when we have enacted the law and told them what 
to do and then turning around and not allowing them to carry it 
out it seems to me very dangerous. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Nunnelee. 
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Mr. Nunnelee. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The CFTC is involved in a rulemaking change that is going to 
lower the trigger for transactions from $8 billion to $3 billion. How 
many firms will be added at the $3 billion trigger that are not cov- 
ered with the $8 billion trigger? 

Mr. Wetjen. Thank you, Mr. Congressman. 

The agency does not know the answer to that right now. The way 
the swap dealer rule works is that it set the threshold at $8 billion, 
which is to last until October of 2017, and there was a request of 
the chairman, Chairman Aderholt, to try and do some of this anal- 
ysis sooner, which we can and will do, but we will have to analyze 
and try and solicit some information from the dealing community 
itself to get a better handle on that, and we are happy to do that. 

But just as far as how the rule operates, the threshold remains 
in place until 2017. I think originally the thinking was that once 
we had pretty solid reporting from the SDRs on swap data activity, 
that would give us an even better handle on how to determine 
what the level of dealing activity was among these different firms 
and make a judgment closer to that date, but we can do it sooner 
if that is the wishes of the committee. 

Mr. Nunnelee. Do you have a feel for a range of the number of 
firms that may be added by this change in comparison to the num- 
ber that you are currently regulating? 

Is it ten percent more, 100 percent more? 

Mr. Wetjen. Honestly, Congressman, now we have 99 swap 
dealers registered, and I do not have the feel for how many more 
it would be. I am sure it would be some because we are aware that 
there are other entities that do the sort of dealing activity that 
would be encompassed by the swap dealer rule we put in place a 
couple of years ago, but I would have to get back to you on a better 
approximation. 

Mr. Nunnelee. That is one of the things we will be interested 
in, and then as a follow-up, we want to know, okay, how are you 
going to regulate an increased number of firms while you are re- 
questing less resources. 

Mr. Wetjen. Well, you know, on the request, what we requested 
today would be, I think, a substantial increase above what we have 
now, but I take your point. 

Mr. Nunnelee. We may be following up with questions for the 
record on that. Thank you. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Bishop. I am sorry. 

Mr. Bishop. Thank you very much. 

As you know, Dodd-Frank as a part of the CFTC’s expanding en- 
forcement obligations created an authorized Whistleblower Pro- 
gram, and it is my understanding that the Securities and Exchange 
Commission has recently received more attention for its Whistle- 
blower Program. However, whistleblowers have been very active at 
the CFTC regarding a wide array of fraudulent practices from price 
manipulation to Ponzi schemes. 

In fact, the number of whistleblower claims filed with the FTC 
has jumped from 58 in fiscal year 2012 to 138 to fiscal year 2013. 
Can you update us on where the Whistleblower Program is cur- 
rently with CFTC and what resources are being proposed for next 
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year, and what are your plans for promoting its existence, includ- 
ing any awards program? 

Mr. Wetjen. Thank you, Congressman. 

We do, in fact, have a Whistleblower Program that is relatively 
new. There is a sizable budget for it. I would have to get back to 
you on the exact number, but as you pointed out, at the SEC we 
have seen the successes that can come from this program, and 
there are a lot of referrals that can be generated from this type of 
program. 

So, again, I think it is going to be a nice addition to the program 
at the CFTC to try to make sure we are responding to any manipu- 
lative or fraudulent activity in the marketplace, but I am happy to 
follow up with you on more specific figures. 

Mr. Bishop. As you know, the CFTC is included in the ag. appro- 
priations bill because of its historical connection to the agriculture 
markets, but the number and the scope of non-agricultural issues 
has dramatically grown at the Commission in recent decades. 

But despite the growing importance of the non-agricultural 
issues, agricultural issues still remain a critical component of your 
work. I am concerned that given the fiscal environment in which 
we are operating today and the inevitable budget reductions which 
will occur in every agency of the Federal Government, including 
yours, the CFTC’s management of agriculture markets could pos- 
sibly get the short end of the stick. 

How do we make sure that agriculture does not disproportion- 
ately pay for reductions in your budget, combined with the growing 
pressure you are under to expand the agency’s non-agricultural ac- 
tivities, particularly as a result of Dodd-Frank? 

Mr. Wetjen. Thank you, Congressman. 

You are right. The ag. markets, in particular, have played a spe- 
cial role in the history of the CFTC and also in the history of the 
markets. I think in a lot of ways they developed in that space and 
expanded from there, as you said. 

We are always trying to be mindful of the special needs or spe- 
cial issues that can materialize in the agricultural asset class, and 
we try to pay careful attention to that. Just to give you an exam- 
ple, we have a weekly surveillance meeting at the CFTC, and we 
are going to cover a couple of topics tomorrow that actually relate 
to agricultural products. 

So it continues to be an area of importance, and especially since 
the underlying commodities of these derivatives contracts are so 
meaningful and important to the everyday citizen. We always need 
to make sure we are taking care to understand exactly what is 
going on in those markets and watch them very carefully. 

Mr. Bishop. Right. Finally, let me ask you, going back to Dodd- 
Frank and farmers, one of the little known goals of the Dodd-Frank 
is the facilitation of a more transparent risk management process 
for farmers and ranchers. But it would appear that the resulting 
transparency has come at a real cost, particularly to the Nation’s 
farmers and ranchers who utilize futures markets for hedging and 
are now experiencing dramatically increased risk management 
costs. 

As part of the CFTC’s efforts to expand transparency, a new rule 
governing records of commodity interests and related cash forward 
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transactions was issued and approved in December of 2012. Under 
this rule all communications leading to a futures or swap trans- 
actions are required to be recorded, including voice and text mes- 
sage recordings. 

Voice recording systems can cost upwards of $50,000, which is 
likely cost prohibitive for most small to midsize working farmers 
and ranchers. Several major farm organizations have expressed 
some concern regarding the rule’s recording requirements and their 
cost effectiveness. 

Can you tell us the thinking behind this particular requirement, 
and was the CFTC aware of the cost impact that this would have 
on farmers and ranchers? 

I am always reminded of a cost-benefit analysis that I feel should 
always be done when regulations are put in place. 

Mr. Wetjen. Congressman, I appreciate the question. 

There was a rulemaking on Regulation 1.35, which is the voice 
recordkeeping requirement that you mentioned. There was a cost- 
benefit type analysis done under the statute with respect to that 
rule, as it is done with every rule. 

I think it is fair to say that when crafting that rule, and there 
was an attempt to calibrate it in a way that it was focused on the 
categories of market participants where you are most likely to see 
manipulative or fraudulent activity. I think probably, Mr. Bishop, 
you and I would agree farmers do not normally come to mind. 

But we have heard some of these concerns raised as well at the 
agency, and for that reason, as well as because we are hearing 
some concerns about some of our other rulemakings that seem to 
impact the end user community, just this week I announced a 
roundtable on end user related issues, including 1.35, including the 
special entity de minimis threshold for swap dealers, as well as 
this seven-part test for volumetric optionality, which is a long way 
of saying it is a test to figure out whether or not an instrument 
is a trade option or not. 

And so we are going to host a roundtable to talk through more 
detailed issues related to the rulemaking that you mentioned, and 
we will be doing that later this month, actually in early April. 

Mr. Bishop. Is there a likelihood that you might provide a little 
relief? 

Mr. Wetjen. Well, I think we are very much in fact finding 
mode. Again, if I could characterize it this way, and I am sure staff 
in the building at the CFTC might have more detail, but right now 
it is just noise, and so we need to get to the bottom of it, and that 
is the purpose of the roundtable. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Yoder. 

Mr. Yoder. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

On the topic of transparency, you are the CFTC’s rep. on the Fi- 
nancial Stability Oversight Council, FSOC, which was created by 
Dodd-Frank as one of the many regulations to create certainty and 
predictability in the markets and protect consumers, again. It has 
come under some criticism for being weak in terms of trans- 
parency, in terms of who is being regulated, why they are being 
regulated, how those things are arrived at. 

And I wonder if you can assure the committee that you will help 
do everything you can to increase the transparency on the FSOC 
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so that American stakeholders, all of us, can ensure that we know 
what is going on and why it is happening. 

Mr. Wetjen. Mr. Congressman, I appreciate the question. 

I agree transparency is important. I will point out additionally 
that under Dodd-Frank there are a number of responsibilities given 
to the FSOC, as I am sure you are aware, including certain des- 
ignations, systemic designations, of certain financial institutions, 
and there is a lot of sensitivity around that process for reasons I 
am sure you can imagine and are aware of. 

And so there has to be some balancing between the need for 
transparency, but also the need to make sure that some of the sen- 
sitive information that is discussed in the context of these FSOC 
meetings is kept close. But I am more than happy to continue talk- 
ing with you about ways to improve transparency around FSOC 
where appropriate. 

Mr. Yoder. Well, I think anything we can do to ensure that 
Americans know why its government does what it does and what 
its rationale is and give voices to folks that do not normally have 
a voice in the process to ensure that when oversight is occurring, 
it is being done consistent with what congressional intent is, with 
what Americans want. 

I think my colleagues on both sides of the aisle would argue that 
we should always err on the side of transparency, absent, you 
know, national security questions or other things of classified na- 
ture. The idea that the deliberations of the FSOC would be less 
transparent or not be fully open to the public, I think, is concerning 
to a lot of us, and it weakens the effectiveness of those who would 
hope that we do a better job of oversight in the country. 

Finally, as you know, the CFTC’s inter-affiliate rules do not just 
impact bank. They impact end users. They certainly have an effect 
on folks all across the country. As market participants work to 
come into compliance with new regulations, what will you do to en- 
sure a smooth market transition? 

And will you work with market participants to provide relief 
when necessary? 

And, for example, the inter-affiliate exemption from clearing re- 
quirements will soon expire. How can the CFTC ensure that this 
does not have unintended consequences or market disruption? 

Mr. Wetjen. Well, you mentioned the inter-affiliate clearing ex- 
emption for clearing, and there is an actual Commission action that 
is outstanding that expires on March 11th, as you mentioned. The 
extension of that has been circulated around the commission, and 
that will be released today. 

As far as orderly transition more generally, we have had to re- 
spond at the commission in a way over the last several years to en- 
sure that very same thing that you mentioned, and there has been 
no actual relief that has been issued. There has been interpretive 
guidance issued and the like and we will continue to do that as 
necessary. In fact, we had to do it recently in the run-up to the ef- 
fectiveness date of our trading mandate, and so some issues were 
brought to the Commission’s attention regarding certain types of 
trades that are commonplace in the market, important for partici- 
pants to continue doing, but there is not a state of readiness in the 
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infrastructure for swaps to continue trading those on a regulated 
sub-platform. So we had to provide relief there. 

So that is just another example of what we needed to do, and I 
hope indicates the continued openness to doing that where nec- 
essary. 

Mr. Yoder. I appreciate it. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Aderholt. Ms. DeLauro. 

Ms. DeLauro. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The CFTC, unlike most other financial regulators, is dependent 
upon an annual appropriation from the Congress, and it has no re- 
serve fund. I am not sure everyone understands this. Quite frankly, 
the other four main financial regulators have in some parts some 
self-funding mechanisms, and CFTC does not. 

When the government shut down last October, the equity mar- 
kets were still overseen by the Security and Exchange Commission. 
Federal Reserve was open for business, and yet futures and most 
swap markets were left with essentially no cop on the beat. 

What happened or, rather, what activities were halted during the 
government shutdown? 

And the second part of that is would a fee-based system outside 
of the appropriations process add more certainty, if not more re- 
sources, to your work? 

Mr. Wetjen. Thank you, Congresswoman. 

The time of the shutdown was unfortunate. We were only able 
to have essential staff at the agency during that time. 

Ms. DeLauro. So you had to furlough? 

Mr. Wetjen. I suppose it is another way of putting it, you know, 
and so essential staff was present. So some of the key function 
areas of the agency had folks devoted to that during that time, but 
most of the agency, you know, was not in the office during the 
shutdown. 

So it was a little bit unfortunate, too, in the sense that we are 
also overseeing another key implementation date at the time. It 
was when the self-registrations became effective. So that created a 
number of different issues that had to be dealt with and made it 
especially difficult that we had so many staff away. 

Certainly I would think a user fee would 

Ms. DeLauro. Let me just on the point you just made. What ac- 
tivities were halted during that shutdown? 

Mr. Wetjen. Well, I do not know. I would have to go back and 
get back to you, Congresswoman, because essential staff was al- 
lowed to come in, and so we probably had key people, at least the 
division directors, for example, there. 

Ms. DeLauro. I would like to, and if you can get back to me on 
that, I would like to know what interruptions there were in the 
course. You know, something had to give. 

Mr. Wetjen. Yes. 

Ms. DeLauro. Something had to give. 

Mr. Wetjen. There was not typical, normal operation, no. 

Ms. DeLauro. Okay. So please let me know what the result of 
that was. 

Mr. Wetjen. Sure. 

Ms. DeLauro. And I am sorry. I interrupted you on the fee. 
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Mr. Wetjen. Yes, just on the fee, I mean, obviously that would 
be very, very important in terms of certainty, and it would give us 
a better ability I would think, too, to plan because you would be 
able to predict based on the calibration of the fee or however it is 
designed. 

Ms. DeLauro. As action tax, what? 

Mr. Wetjen. Yes, I think what the President’s budget rec- 
ommended was as user fee. So it is something like a transaction 
tax, but the details would have to be worked out later. 

Ms. DeLauro. Your colleague, Mr. Chilton, said at a President’s 
request, “This budget asks a strained and exhausted CFTC staff to 
do the impossible with too little. We work hard here. We have been 
granted needed regulatory tools to do the job. A magic wand, how- 
ever, is not among those tools, and we are not magicians. The agen- 
cy requires basic minimal support to accomplish our newly as- 
signed tasks. Sadly, in this regard, the President’s budget request 
fails.” 

In your testimony you stated that the CFTC is not able to com- 
plete its mission at current funding levels. Is the President’s re- 
quest enough for the CFTC to complete its mission? 

And then I have a follow-up question. 

Mr. Wetjen. I believe this request will put is at a level with re- 
spect to FTEs or staff to be able to execute on those three key core 
areas that I mentioned, enforcement, surveillance and examina- 
tions. 

Obviously, with even more resources we can do even more and 
do an even better job, I believe, but I think at the request level we 
would be on the pathway towards sustainability in terms of what 
we need to continue executing the way that I think the American 
public needs us to. 

Ms. DeLauro. Again, according to Commissioner Chilton, your 
limited resources have already led to slow investigations and the 
prioritization of enforcement cases. What is your investigations 
backlog? 

Are cases going uninvestigated? 

And are we setting ourselves up for the next MF Global or worse, 
another Great Recession, and that is about underfunded priorities? 
Can you? 

Mr. Wetjen. Yes. On the 

Ms. DeLauro. What is the investigations backlog? 

Mr. Wetjen. I would have to get back with you on specifics, Con- 
gresswoman, but again, just speaking generally, the fewer re- 
sources we have means the fewer people we have, which means 
that there is just going to be a lessened ability to pursue referrals 
that come in from folks on the outside or the Whistleblower Office 
that Congressman Bishop mentioned or referrals that come in from 
our Division of Market Oversight, which surveils the markets, 
leverages technology to do that, but we are not going to be able to 
pursue all of those leads, if you will, and do the sort of investiga- 
tion that we might otherwise like to do if we are constrained. 

Ms. DeLauro. Let me, if I can, I was just handed a piece of in- 
formation, and my colleagues may be aware of this. The CFTC was 
unable to file charges — and that was my next question: what cases 
are going uninvestigated? — unable to file charges against certain 
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individuals in the London Whale case because it did not have the 
funds to do that. 

This is from the head of Enforcement at CFTC in an interview 
with the Wall Street Journal last year. So I would also like to know 
what cases are going uninvestigated. That would, I think, bear 
some light for this committee to know what we are doing. 

I happen to believe that the budget is not enough. I heard your 
answer to that. 

Mr. Wetjen. Well, you and I agree on that. All right. Let me 
give you another example. There are two major cases underway 
right now. One is the MF Global bankruptcy proceeding as well as 
the MF Global enforcement actions, and to do an able job in those 
matters we need to have expert witnesses. That is another thing 
that has not been discussed, but it is critical to bringing a success- 
ful complex case, and again, if we do not have enough resources, 
we are not going to have the experts that our litigants need to be 
successful in court. 

Ms. DeLauro. Well, that leads me to what I had asked before 
about are we setting ourselves up for the next MF Global or worse, 
another Great Recession, as a result of shortchanging the resources 
to this regulatory agency which has been handed an exceptional 
amount of increased responsibility and with fewer funds than it 
needs in order to be able to carry out that mission. 

Could we look at another MF Global? 

Mr. Wetjen. It is certainly conceivable. Again, that goes back to 
the examinations function. To be confident that we are not going 
to see a situation like that again we need regular thorough exami- 
nations, not duplicative examinations, because the chairman’s point 
is certainly right. There are other entities involved in this process, 
but just to do the sort of spot checking of the front line examiners, 
that is not being done now. It is not. 

And I was actually writing this in a conversation earlier this 
week. There was a time before, before these increased responsibil- 
ities, where you would see more of that, but again, we just do not 
have the staff among the examinations team to do that minimal 
level of examination. 

Ms. DeLauro. If I could just ask you to provide I would like to. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for your indulgence. 

If you can, what I would like to know from you is at what level 
of funding are you able to carry out the regulatory function and 
mission that you have been tasked with. And I am not saying, you 
know, pie in the sky. I am asking you to let us know what this 
agency needs to be able to do its job and to be able to save maybe 
another $1.7 billion, help us to decrease the deficit, and just in 
terms of carrying out your operations. 

Thank you so much. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Rooney. 

Mr. Rooney. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Wetjen, in a Senate Banking Committee hearing last sum- 
mer, former Chairman Gensler testified that the CFTC has clear 
authority to police the physical and derivative markets for alu- 
minum. He also stated that the London Metals Exchange is oper- 
ating under a no action letter agreement with the CFTC as a For- 
eign Board of Trade or FBOT. It is expected that the Foreign Board 
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of Trade will maintain the same quality of market expected by 
American consumers and is typically exhibited in domestic ex- 
changes regulated by the CFTC, such as the Chicago Mercantile 
Exchange and the International Commodity Exchange. 

Do you agree with those statements by your predecessor that the 
CFTC has the authority to regulate this FBOT? 

Mr. Wetjen. Thank you, Mr. Congressman. 

I will have to confirm this to be sure, but I am nearly certain 
that the LME has applied to become a Foreign Board of Trade. 
That is a relatively new rulemaking that was passed. In fact, it 
was one of the first rules I voted on. So it was finalized just a cou- 
ple of years ago. 

But again, back to the overall discussion about resources at the 
agency, we are continuing to work through those applications, and 
that is another area that I have not focused on as much today dur- 
ing this testimony, but we also need staff to be reviewing these reg- 
istration applications that are coming in from not on FBOTs, but 
other registration categories as well. 

Mr. Rooney. Okay. Well, the second part of the question is less 
about manpower and resources as opposed to your opinion on the 
matter when it comes to specifically an example. The Metro Inter- 
national Trade Services’ waiting period for aluminum has grown 
from six weeks to 16 months since being purchased by Goldman 
Sachs. The company holds 1.5 million tons of aluminum, and this 
manmade backlog was created to drive up the commodity premium 
for profit, and it has cost American consumers, more than five bil- 
lion over the last three years. 

Do you believe in your opinion that this type of behavior in the 
market violates the conditions of the no action letter that I referred 
to in the first question? 

Mr. Wetjen. Congressman, I have to get back to you because it 
would depend in part on the actual terms of the no action relief, 
but apart from that, as you alluded to in the earlier part of your 
question, we always have manipulation authority over the under- 
lying commodity if it is something that is being used in interstate 
commerce. So we would have that authority in any event. 

I am not sure, and I can get back to you on this, but I am not 
sure exactly what the conditions and terms of the relief LME is op- 
erating under are, but again, I also think they have applied to be- 
come a Foreign Board of Trade, and there would be a number of 
obligations it would have to adhere to as a registered FBOT at the 
CFTC. 

But I can follow up and give you more details about how the no 
action relief they are under now actually operates. 

Mr. Rooney. Thank you, sir. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I yield back. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Farr. 

Mr. Farr. Did I hear you right that you oversee 400 trillion? 

Mr. Wetjen. Yes. The notional value of the swap market fluc- 
tuates globally, but the last I checked I think it is somewhere be- 
tween four and $500 trillion, yes. That is the outstanding notional 
value. 

Mr. Farr. And we are arguing over a budget increase of 65 mil- 
lion? 
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Ms. DeLauro. Yes. 

Mr. Farr. You know, I think your budget sucks, to put it in the 
street language. [Laughter.] 

And I am glad this hearing has all been recorded and taken 
down because if anything goes wrong, I want people to reflect back 
on March 6th, 2014 to the ag. appropriations hearing, just to reflect 
on, you know, that we asked you these questions about this respon- 
sibility. 

I think the Administration is underfunding you. I mean, you got 
100 million less than what you asked for last year, and now you 
come back in and certainly needed that 100 million and are only 
asking for 65 million. 

I mean we are just sitting here trying to figure out how much 
400 trillion is. Nobody in all of our bright staff back here can figure 
it all out. It is a lot of money, and you are not open seven days 
a week. So this is more than a trillion a day. 

Mr. Wetjen. It is a substantial marketplace, sir. There is no 
doubt it is huge. 

Mr. Farr. Well, what is the worst case scenario? What happens 
if you fail, if somebody gets by your surveillance, examinations or 
lack of enforcement? 

Mr. Wetjen. Well, I think maybe one way to answer it, Mr. Con- 
gressman, would be to just look back over the last six years or so, 
and we have seen what happens when you have major participants 
in the derivatives marketplace fail, and we have seen several ex- 
amples of that, and it had a reverberating effect throughout the fi- 
nancial system. 

I am not suggesting that the only cause of those failures was the 
activities of those firms in the derivatives markets, but it gives you 
some sense of how bad things can get if these markets are not 
overseen properly. There is just no doubt. 

Mr. Farr. Has anybody figured out what that value is, how 
many trillions that is? 

Mr. Wetjen. I am sorry. Trillions? 

Mr. Farr. Of what the market, the negative, does that reach. 

Mr. Wetjen. I mean, what did we lose, eight million jobs, as a 
result of the financial crisis? 

Mr. Farr. Just in this country. 

Mr. Wetjen. Yes. 

Mr. Farr. I think we are getting the point across. I have been 
on this committee a long time, and I have to admit that not many 
people in Congress or this country understand what this trading 
commission does. You are the only one that is not self-funded, I un- 
derstand. I mean, all of the others have a user fee. 

Mr. Wetjen. Yes. 

Mr. Farr. And you collected $1.7 billion in fines. 

Mr. Wetjen. Yes, the SEC has a bit of a hybrid system, but yes. 

Mr. Farr. And we cannot even give you another 65 million when 
you have collected a gazillion times more than you are asking for? 

I mean, I think I am just trying to plead with my committee 
members and our colleagues that this is really an important re- 
sponsibility. You know, most of us here in Congress are just ordi- 
nary people, and we do not have a lot of background in financial 
markets and things like that, and I do not think most of us could 
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discuss intelligently swaps and options and futures, and yet we 
have that responsibility in this committee. 

And I am just pleading with my colleagues that I do not think 
we want to play loosely with your budget, particularly when you 
are in a new realm after what we have gone through. You are the 
future. You know, we are supposed to fix things that are broken, 
and we learned that this was broken and it had a very serious, det- 
rimental effect to the American economy, to the world economy, 
and now we are going to try to make sure it does not happen again. 

And we are — I cannot say that publicly — we are just kind of 
being a penny wise, pound foolish right here, and I hope that our 
committee will follow your request and fully fund you. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you. 

Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman, for your testimony. Of course, I 
think good people can disagree on exactly how the funding and dire 
need of resources and look at this, but we have taken your testi- 
mony into consideration, and we certainly understand that you 
have an important responsibility and that what you do is no small 
thing, and so we do understand that. 

We want to provide the resources that you need, but at the same 
time we want to make sure that we are responsible to the tax- 
payers and find that medium and happy balance between the two. 

So, again, we appreciate your work at the Commodity Futures 
Trading Commission, you and all of your colleagues, and so we look 
forward to working with you on this as we continue through the 
hearing process and through the fiscal year 2015. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Wetjen. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Thank you. 

Mr. Aderholt. The subcommittee stands adjourned. 
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COMMODITY FUTURES TRADING COMMISSION 
QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 

HOUSE AGRICULTURE APPROPRIATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE HEARING 
MARCH 6, 2015 

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY CHAIRMAN ROBERT ADERHOLT 


UNNECESSARY FURLOUGHS 

Mr. Aderho.lt: CFTC has taken actions in the past that do not reflect 
an agency in dire need of resources but has made decisions based upon 
questionable judgment. On October 24 rf! , the CFTC announced there would be 
furloughs of up to 14 days in Fiscal Year 2014, including three days before 
January 15, 2014. This was regardless of the fact that CFTC had legal 
authority to avoid these furloughs contained in Section 112 of the Continuing 
Resolution. After implementing two furlough days, CFTC used this authority 
on January 2 nd , 2014. 

Please detail the costs associated with these two furlough days, including 
amount of compensation and benefits lost per employee, total compensation and. 
benefits among all employees, and methods for restoring lost compensation to 
employees . 

Response: The two furlough days resulted in a total savings to CFTC of 

approximately $869,000 in employee salary and benefit costs. On average, 
each CFTC employee lost $1,089 in pay and $225 in benefits due to the two 
furlough days. CFTC did not restore lost compensation, in any form, to 
employees , 

Mr. Aderholt: Does CFTC need new legislation or legal authority to 
payback employees for the lost furlough days? Does CFTC plan to provide 
compensation in any other form to CFTC employees to make up for the lost pay 
from the furlough days? 

Response: CFTC does not plan to provide compensation in any form to 
payback employees for lost pay from the furlough days. Accordingly, CFTC is 
not seeking new legislation or legal authority to payback employees for the 
lost furlough days. 

Mr. Aderholt: Please submit for the record all memoranda, emails, and 
other pertinent documentation and information relevant to the decision making 
and implementation leading up to and at the execution of the two furlough 
days in Fiscal Year 2014. Please include the same for the decision to seek 
an excepted apportionment in January 2014 under Section 112 of Public Law 
113-46. 

Response: Please see Appendix G01 for the furlough and exception 

apportionment documents. 
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BONUSES, PERFORMANCE AWARDS , AND SPECIAL, PAY 

Mr. Aderhoit : Row much in bonuses, which includes special pay, 
incentive awards, merit pay, and performance pay, were distributed to CFTC 
employees and contractors in FY 2013? 

Response: CFTC did not provide monetary incentive awards in FY 2013. 

CFTC paid $91,000 in retention allowances and distributed a Merit /Performance 
pay increase of up to 1 % in FY 2013. 

Mr. Aderhoit: How much does CFTC plan to spend on bonuses, which 
includes special pay, incentive awards, merit pay, and performance pay, in FY 
2014? And assumed under the President's FY 2015 Budget Request? 

Response: In FY 2014, CFTC currently plans no incentive awards, a 1% 

COLA effective Pay Period 1, and a Merit /Performance pay increase of up to 
3.4% effective Pay Period 14. 

The FY 2015 President's Budget Request includes a 1% COLA effective Pay 
Period 1, a Merit/Performance Pay increase of up to 2.5% effective Pay Period. 
.14, and an incentive award pool equal to 1% of total salaries. 

Please see the following response for costs associated with planned COLA and 
merit increases in FY 2014 and FY 2015. 

Mr. Aderhoit: Please provide the costs associated with pay increases 
for FY 2014 and FY 2015. 

Response: The information requested follows: 


Pay Adjustment 

Effective Pay 
Period 

FY 2014 Cost 

FY 2015 Cost 

1% COLA 

Jan 2014 - PP1 

$708, 414 

$944,552 

3.4% Merit Pay 

Jul 2014 - PP14 

$810,898 

$3,243, 592 

1 % COLA 

Jan 2015 - PP1 

N/A 

$1,051, 993 

2.5% Merit Pay 

Jul 2015 - PP1 4 

N/A 

$885, 427 


Mr. Aderhoit: The FY 2015 budget proposal includes $2,578,000 for 
changes in personnel compensation in FY 2014. Please describe in detail what 
these funds will be used for. Will this be for bonuses or a pay increase? 

Response: The estimated personnel compensation costs of $2,578,000 in 
FY 2015 are the "current services" costs of maintaining the anticipated end 
of FY 2014 staff of 695 on board through FY 2015. It includes an estimated 
benefits cost increase of 1% effective Pay Period 1, a 1 % COLA effective Pay 
Period 1, and a 2.5% Merit /Per formance Pay increase effective Pay Period 14. 
The president's budget request for FY 2015 also provides for an incentive 
award pool equal to 1$ of total salaries for the anticipated 695 employees. 


UNIONIZATION OF EMPLOYEES AT CFTC 

Mr. Aderhoit: Please describe current efforts at CFTC to form any type 
of working group, advisory committee, or any ongoing discussions related to 
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the formation of a union, guild, or employee association. Please provide any 
documentation related to these efforts. 

Response: CFTC is not currently engaged in efforts related to the 
formation of a union, guild, or employee association, although we continue to 
v?ork with our existing unions on addressing terms and conditions of 
employment for bargaining unit staff, as required by statute. However, there 
have been press reports of some Commission staff in Washington, D.C. meeting 
to discuss the formation of a union. 


RECOVERIES OF PRIOR YEAR OBLIGATIONS AND CARRYOVER OF FUNDS 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a table from FY 2008 to present detailing 
recovery of Prior Y'ear Obligations with amounts for each year. In separate 
tables, please break down each year's recovered funds by object class. 


Response: The information requested follows: 



FY 2008 

FY 2009 

FY 2010 

FY 2011 

FY 2012 

FY 2013 

Prior Year- 
Recoveries 

$3,990,815 

$930, 496 

$812,898 

$1,448, 576 

$6,327,442 

$3,885,172 

Prior Year 

Upward 

Adjustments 

(4,900,558) 

(417, 106) 

(304,384) 

(289,231) 

(359,094) 

(598,368) 

Net Prior 
Year 

Adjustments 

($909,744) 

$513,390 

$508, 514 

$1, 159, 345 

$5, 968,348 

$3,286,803 


Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a table from FY 2008 to present detailing 
available carryover funds with amounts for each year. Please .indicate which 
year the funds were carried over from and which account- Information 
Technology, Personnel Compensation & Benefits, etc. they were carried over 
f rom . 


Response: The information requested follows: 


Unobligated Funds 

Brought Forward Oct 1 

FY2008 

FY2009 

FY20I0 

FY201 1 

FS 2012 

FY2013 

FY20I4 

Customer Protection Fund 

SO 

so 

SO 

SO 

S23.755.000 

S99.996.749 

S98.986.700 

Available for Obligation 

so 

SO 

SO 

so 

S23.755.000 

S99.333.749 

$98,986,700 

Unavailable for Obligation 

so 

so 

SO 

so 

$0 

$663,000 

$0 









Information Technology 

so 

so 

so 

so 

SO 

S349.880 

$850,617 

Available for Obligation 

so 1 

so 

SO 

so 

$0 

$349,880 

$850,617 

Unavailable for Obligation 

so 

so 

SO 

so 

$0 

$6 

so 









Salaries and Expenses 

S6.986.08 1 

S4.746.653 

S2.893.603 

S2.944.832 

513,601,190 

$9,821,785 

$5,13 1.1 69 

Available for Obligation 

'ir 

so 

SO 

SO j S9.880.057 

$5,912,304 

S 1.345.309 

Unavailable for Obligation 

S6.986.08l 

S4. 746.653 

S2.893.603 

S2.944.832i $3.72 1.133 

$3,909,481 

S3.785.860 


MISSION ACTIVITIES 

Mr. Aderholt: Please describe the FY 2015 increase for registration 
activities of 25 FTE and $5.5 million. Commissioner O'Maiia's dissent to the 
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FY 2015 budget request states that ' 
has 100 staff dedicated to Swap Dea. 
Please in detail provide the amount 
specifically towards efforts to foi 


he National Futures Association already 
er oversight compliance and registratioi 
of funds and FTEs CFTC plans to dedicats 
ow and validate NFA' s work with Swap 


Response: The FY 2015 increase for the registration activities is 

focused on adding staff in the Divisions of Market Oversight and Swap Dealer 
and Intermediary Oversight. The increase in FTE-s for registration accounts 
for an increase in the number of registrants with the Commission, including 
such registrants as swap dealers, major swap participants, swap execution 
facilities, derivatives clearing organizations, swap data repositories, 
designated contract markets, and others. Moreover, this increase also 
reflects the Commission's use of FTEs for registration purposes from across 
divisions . 


The CFTC does not presently allocate funds or FTEs solely for efforts to 
follow and validate the NFA' s work with swap dealers. However, at this time, 
CFTC has 14 FTEs dedicated to compliance- related reviews of the 102 
provisionally registered swap dealers, as well as the two provisionally 
registered major swap participants. Registrant examinations personnel may 
devote a portion of their time to swap dealer-related examination activities 
as well. These CFTC personnel, however, serve fundamentally different 
regulatory functions than compliance personnel employed by the NFA. The NFA 
administers the registration process and provides front-line compliance 
oversight. The CFTC's staff, on the other hand, interprets applicable law 
and legal requirements and undertakes targeted compliance oversight to 
fulfill obligations under the Commodity Exchange Act. As part, of that work, 
CFTC staff undertakes a limited, substantive review of a sample of the swap 
dealer applications to assess whether the compliance policies and procedures 
written by the applicants meet the letter and intent of the law. The staff 
also uses this review to provide NFA and the swap dealer community critical 
guidance on the substantive meaning of the regulations. This review is 
especially important now because swap dealers are registering with the CFTC 
for the first time, and thus both the NFA and CFTC are overseeing that 
process for the first time. The CFTC must ensure that administrative 
decisions made during this process are based correctly on the CEA and rules 
promulgated thereunder given the significant precedential impact they will 
have . 

In addition, CFTC staff reviews and addresses issues related to the swap 
dealer quarterly risk reports and annual chief compliance officer reports 
that are delivered to the Commission, not NFA. Finally, CFTC examinations 
and compliance staff may undertake targeted examinations of swap dealers as 
it has done, and continues to do, with other registrants such as FCMs. 

Mr. Aderholt: Does CFTC plan to submit a reprogramming regarding this 
activity for FY 2014? 

Response: CFTC does not plan to submit a reprogramming for this 

activity for FY 2014 . 

Mr. Aderholt: CFTC's Examinations proposal in FY 2015 requests an 
increase of 63 FTE. How many clearinghouses or DCOs has CFTC reviewed or 
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examined in FY 2013 and FY 2014? Please provide the FT E , length of time, 
whether site visits 'were required, and amount of funds required for each. 

Response: The information requested follows: 

SIDCO Examinations pursuant to Title VIII of the Dodd-Frank: Act: 


In July of 2012, two DCOs, for which the CFTC is the Supervisory Agency under 
Title VIII of the Dodd-Frank Act, were designated by the Financial Stability 
Oversight Council as being systemically important (i.e., a SIDCO) . 1 

Under section 807(a) of the Dodd-Frank Act, a Supervisory Agency (and in this 
case the Division of Clearing and Risk's Exams Group) must examine each SIDCO 
"at least once annually" to determine (1) The nature of the operations of, 
and the risks borne by, the SIDCO; (2) The financial and operational risks 
presented by the SIDCO to financial institutions, critical markets, or the 
broader financial system; (3) The resources and capabilities of the SIDCO to 
monitor and control such risks; (4) The safety and soundness of the SIDCO; 
and (5) The SIDCO' s compliance with (A) Title VIII of the Dodd-Frank Act, and 
(B) the rules and orders prescribed under Title VIII of the Dodd-Frank Act. 

As a result, SIDCO examinations take priority over examinations of other DCOs 
and, due to the systemic importance of each SIDCO, such examinations are 
carefully executed and are extremeLy time consuming for the DCR Exams Group. 

Moreover, Title VIII of the Dodd-Frank Act requires Supervisory Agencies to 
consult with the Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System (Board) 
regarding the scope and methodology of each examination, and to permit the 
Board to participate in each examination. These Board consultations require 
multiple internal CFTC meetings. CFTC staff time spent ori such internal 
meetings is estimated at 75 hours per examination. In addition, the Board 
accompanies the DCR Exams Group on all SIDCO exams. Thus, coordination 
efforts have doubled for the DCR Exams Group with respect to preliminary exam 
activities, such as scheduling fieldwork meetings, sharing preliminary 
information with the Board, and preparing document requests for each SIDCO. 

During each SIDCO exam, the DCR Exams Group reviews between 1,000 and 1,600 
documents, and spends on average 4 to 6 weeks at. the SIDCO’ s offices 
performing fieldwork. Fieldwork consists of a series of on-site meetings 
with SIDCO management and relevant staff, and "walk-throughs" of relevant 
processes. For example, the DCR Exams Group typically meets with the SIDCO' s 
risk management, operational and legal staff, and executives. The DCR Exams 
Group may also sit with and question a SIDCO' s operating staff to observe and 
evaluate the SIDCO' s operations, such as observing a SIDCO' s daily settlement 
process . 


L Chicago Mercantile Exchange, Inc. ("CME") and ICE Clear Credit LLC ("ICE 
Clear Credit") are the CFTC-registered DCOs that were designated systemically 
important by the Council, for which CFTC is the Supervisory Agency. See 
Press Release, Financial Stability Oversight Council, Financial. Stability 
Oversight Council Makes First Designations in Effort to Protect: Against 
Future Financial Crises (July 18, 2012), available at. 
http : / /www . treasury . gov/press-center/press-releases/Pages/tg!64 5 . aspx 
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Because the OCR Exams Group and the two SIDCOs are located in Chicago, travel 
expenses are mitigated. Each SIDCO exams takes at least 6 months to 
complete, plus any additional time necessary to effectively coordinate with 
other regulators. The DCR Exams Group met the annual examination requirement 
for both SIDCOs in FY 2013, and is on target to meet the annual examination 
requirement in FY 2014. 

DCO Ex ami n a tions pursuant to the Commodity Exchange Act and C FT C_ R egal at i on s_: 


Under the Commodity Exchange Act, a DCO that is registered with the CFTC must 
comply with 18 core principles as well as ail implementing CFTC regulations. 
These core principles encompass ail aspects of clearing and, given their 
breadth and complexity, measuring a DCO's compliance with them requires 
sophisticated analysis of a broad range of topics including, but not limited 
to, the adequacy of a DCO' s financial, operational, and managerial resources, 
the DCO' s ability to manage ail risks associated with clearing and 
settlement, including whether the DCO uses appropriate tools and procedures 
to monitor such risks, whether the DCO' s risk analysis and oversight program 
is able to accurately identify and minimize sources of operational risk, and 
a DCO' s ability to resist, and to minimize any potential damage from cyber 
security threats. 

In FY 2013, the DCR Exams Group did not have enough staff to perform 
examination of the 12 DCOs that were registered at that time. As such, the 
DCR Exams Group performed a risk assessment of the registered DCOs to 
determine which DCOs, other than the SIDCOs, appeared to have the greatest 
market share in cleared products. Based on this risk assessment, the DCR 
Exams Group determined to select only a small subset of the DCO community for 
review. Staffing constraints effectively resulted in the examination of two 
DCOs that have not been designated as systemicaily important for FY 2013. 
Delays and staff attrition resulting from the government shutdown and 
furloughs have impacted FY 2014 examinations and, unless additional resources 
are allocated to the DCR Exams Group, it is unlikely that the CFTC' s staff 
will be able to examine more than .1-2 DCOs (in addition to the SIDCO 
examinations described above) per year. 

A DCO examination takes approximately 6 months to complete. On average, 
fieldwork takes approximately 3 weeks to complete, and typically consists of 
a series of on-site meetings, and "walk-throughs." Of the 16 registered 
DCOs, 5 are located outside of the US, and obtaining travel funds for on-site 
examinations of these entities has been challenging. 

Subpart C DCO (Qualifying Central Counterparty) E x aminations : 

A number of DCOs have elected to be subject to heightened standards under 
Subpart C of the Commission's Part 39 DCO regulations in order to achieve 
status as Qualifying Central Counterparties under the Basel Capital 
Framework. As discussed in more detail below, U.S. and international bank 
capital, standards provide incentives for banks, including their subsidiaries 
and affiliates, to clear derivatives through Qualifying Central 
Counterparties by setting lower capital charges for exposures to a Qualifying 
Central Counterparty. Thus, obtaining and maintaining Qualifying Central 
Counterparty status may have significant business and operational 
implications for U.S. -based DCOs in that a DCO' s failure to be a Qualifying 
Central Counterparty may cause it to face a competitive disadvantage 
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retaining members and customers. Because of staffing shortages, a DCO' s 
compliance with the requirements that are relied upon for its status as a 
Qualifying Central Counterparty might not be examined at all during the 
annual examinations cycle. And, although the CFTC still engages in other 
oversight activities such as DCO rule review and daily risk surveillance, 
those activities are not substitutes for in-depth, targeted examinations. 

The inability of CFTC to complete such examinations may have significant 
negative effects on both FCMs and DCOs. For example: 

• FCMs, as clearing members, benefit from our ability to ensure that the 
DCOs meet effective standards, and their ability to benefit from the lower 
capital charges under the Basel Capital Framework may suffer if the CFTC 
is viewed as unable to hold DCOs to such standards. 

• DCOs that want to operate internationally tell foreign regulators that 
they are supervised by the CFTC; those regulators then look to CFTC 
regulation as a qualification for the U.S. DCO. As the CFTC's ability to 
actually examine DCOs becomes more strained, the claim that foreign 
regulators should permit DCOs to do business in their jurisdictions in 
reliance on CFTC regulation becomes more tenuous. 

• Similarly, banking regulators may come to doubt the wisdom of reliance on 
CFTC regulation to qualify DCOs as Qualifying Central Counterparties, 
which would create higher capital charges for participating FCMs and bank 
customers. This, in turn, could cause participating firms to transfer 
their derivatives business away from U.S. -based DCOs, thereby creating a 
competitive disadvantage for those DCOs. 

Other Activities performed by the DCR Exams Group: 

The DCR Exams Group is responsible for (1) reviewing all quarterly 
submissions from DCOs to evaluate compliance with the CFTC's financial 
resource requirements (there were 86 filings last year); (2) reviewing the 
certified financial statements of each DCO (there were 16 filings last year) ; 
(3) reviewing the notice filings from ail DCOs (there were 162 filings last 
year); (4) assisting with DCO applications by reviewing information 
supporting the DCO applicant's compliance with certain core principles; (5) 
assisting the review of SIDCO material rule change filings; and (6) assisting 
the CFTC's efforts to improve its technology resources by, for example, 
identifying information technology tools needed to complete examinations and 
helping test: newly developed software. 


SYSTEMICALLY IMPORTANT FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS (SIFIS) 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a List of all the SIFIs under the CFTC's 
jurisdiction that have been designated as such by the Financial Stability 
Oversight Council. Please include Global SIFIs as identified by the 
Financial Stability Board. 
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ibis fall under the 
anotner response that 


CFTC RESEARCH CONFERENCE 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide general information related to 
annual CFTC Research Conference including purpose, attendees, loca 
including hotel, and total cost broken out into detailed line item 
provide the plans for the 2013 and/or 2015 conference including pu 
attendees, location, and total cost for each conference broken out 
detailed 1 ine i t ems . 

Response: There was no CFTC Research Conference in 2013. There are no 

current plans for a conference in 2014 or 2015. 


DAYCARE 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide total costs related to the planned 
daycare facility at CFTC. 

Response: CFTC does not have plans to create a daycare facility. 


HAND ENTRY OF DATA 

Mr. Aderholt: Does the Commission still receive data via paper copies 
and faxes? Is this information entered by hand into computer databases? 

Response: Any document or form required to be filed with the 
Commission may be emailed in lieu of paper or fax. The CFTC Portal now 
accepts the following forms or documents via direct electronic submission: 
Monthly and Quarterly Reporting for DCOs, DCMs, SEFs, and SDRs and Event, 
specific reporting for regulated entities. Documents and forms not yet 
received directly through the portal are either emailed or scanned. Manual 
data entry by staff is limited to metadata required for document control via 
the Filings and Actions {FILAC) system and the transfer of data from Forms 
102 and 40 into the Integrated Surveillance System (ISS). 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a list of all forms and data in FY 2013 
that CFTC receives via paper copies, fax, or other hard copy. Please provide 
the number of forms received in hard copy per each form in FY 2013. Please 
provide the FTE and amounts expended on this function. 

Response: Monthly and Quarterly Reporting for DCOs, DCMs, SEFs, and 
SDRs and Event specific reporting for regulated entities are received through 
the CFTC Portal- CFTC receives the following documents and forms via 
email/paper/fax: Organizational and product registrations, rules, events, and 

::ability Oversight Council - Designations (Dec. 1.2, 2013), 
easury. gov/'init iati ves/f scc/designat i ons/Pages./ default . aspx#nonb 


• Financial St 
http : / / www . tr 
ank 



Response: swap dealers that are FSOC-designated SI 

CFTC's jurisdiction.' The requested list is provided in 
follows . 
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actions. Forms 40, 102, 204, 304. Approximately 8,100 documents and forms 
were received in hardcopy and scanned in FY 2013. Approximately 6 FTEs are 
dedicated to receiving documents and forms via email /paper /fax. 

Mr. Aderho.lt: Please explain any obstacles to CFTC receiving these 
forms or data in electronic format. 

Response: The Commission continues to work toward receipt of all 

documents and forms via direct submission to the CFTC.gov portal. Budget 
constraints have slowed the pace of systems development and co-requisite 
business process re-engineering for this migration, but we have continued to 
make progress under ail funding scenarios. 


OFFICE OF THE CHIEF ECONOMIST ACADEMIC RESEARCH PROGRAM 

Mr. Aderhoit : Recently in the Office of the Chief Economist where the 
cost-benefit, analysis takes place, an internal gag-order was put on academics 
in the Research Program due to supposed data leaks. Reports say there are 
controls in place to have proper clearance from attorneys before data is made 
available for research. A review by the Office of the Inspector General on 
these controls has been completed and is waiting for clearance. Please 
explain in more detail the situation. 

Response: In December 2012, as a result of a series of questions 

raised by the Chicago Mercantile Exchange about the use and possible 
disclosure of Section 8 protected information in the Office of the Chief 
Economist (0CE) , then-Chairman Gary Gensler temporarily suspended publication 
of individual research papers and restricted access to non-public data to 
full-time CFTC employees. In January 2013, Chairman Gensler requested that 
the Office of the Inspector General (OIG) investigate issues identified in 
onboarding staff in 0CE, physical and information security, and legal review 
of papers to ensure no confidential data was improperly disclosed. 

During the pendency of the OIG review, the economists at the Commission 
continued to play a vital role in analysis and research to fulfill the 
mission of the OCE, the Commission, and the CEA. The Commission is 
authorized by Section 18 of the CEA to maintain a research and information 
program. The Commission is committed to fulfilling the requirements of 
Section 18 and, during the 0IG r s review, continued to publish and make 
available significant economic, educational and informational materials for 
the public as directed by Section 18. During the OIG review, the Commission 
also established a review process to clear academic papers for publication, 
pursuant to which eleven papers have been fully cleared and another nine are 
currently under agency review. 

On February 21, 2014, the OIG issued a Final Report on its review of issues 
arising in the research program in the Office of the Chief Economist (OCE) . 

On February 24, 2014, the OIG provided the Commission with proposed 
redactions, and the agency initiated a review of the proposed redactions for 
compliance with the provisions of the Privacy Act of 1974, 5 U.S.C. §552a. 

On March 21, 2014, after the redaction review was completed, the OIG' s report 
was posted on the Commission's website. 
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Mr, Aderholt: Can 
be made available? Will 
redacted, please explain 


you tell me when the Inspector 
the report be redacted at all? 
why. Please provide a copy of 


General review 
If it will be 
the report for 


Response: The Inspector General's "Review of the Commodity Futures 

Trading Commission's Response to Allegations Pertaining to the Office of the 
Chief Economist" was made available to the general public on the Commission's 
website on March 21, 2014. The report is subject to the provisions of the 
Privacy Act of 1974, 5 u.S.C. §552a, and was reviewed and redacted consistent 
with the requirements of the Act. The redactions were determined by the 
Commission and not the Office of the Inspector General. A copy of the report 
is attached as Appendix 002. 


PURCHASE CARDS 


Mr. Aderholt: 
statements for April 


Please provide all purchase card 
2013 to January 2014. 




tiy 


Response: The requested purchase card monthly 

as Appendix 003. 


are attached 


DATA SECURITY AND INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY BUDGET 

Mr. Aderholt: Another core function that CFTC has had issues with is 
data security. This is essential not only for CFTC employees but industry 
participants. With the substantial increase in information required to be 
reported to the agency under Dodd-Frank, CFTC must keep proprietary 
information secure. This information has the ability to move .markets and 
make entire entities go under, especially at private firms. There is a 
redacted audit report from the CFTC that highlighted flaws in CFTC's data 
security ability. There are also reports that data servers at CFTC have 
failed recently. Please explain why the audit report, was redacted. If a 
confidential response needs to be provided, please inform, the Subcommittee 
and indicate as such in the response. 

Response: Specific, information about the state of automated controls 
over writing of data to non-CFTC external devices (i.e., usb thumb drives) 
was redacted due to security concerns. The CFTC has implemented automated 
controls over writing of data to non-CFTC external devices in the Chicago, 

New York, and Kansas City regional offices and will be extending those 
controls CFTC- wide in the very near future. 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide information on any failing servers at the 
CFTC and their cost for replacement. 

Response: The Commission does not have servers that are failing or 
have failed recently. 

Mr. Aderholt: The recently passed Omnibus set-aside $30 million 
dollars for Information Technology and allowed up to $10 million to be 
transferred to Salaries and Expenses accounts. Will this transfer take 
place? How much is CFTC planning to transfer? 
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Response: CFTC does not plan to transfer any of the $35 million 

provided for Information Technology in FY 2014. 

Mr. Aderho.lt: What measures does CFTC plan to put in place to ensure 
data breaches do not occur? Does CFTC have any efforts or initiatives 
underway to bolster data security? How much does CFTC spend on data security 

Response: In FY 2014, the CFTC will spend $2.2 million on data 

security hardware, software, and services. The Commission complies with 
FISMA and is in the process of automating the Consensus Audit Guidelines 
(CAG) 20 Critical Controls and transitioning to Continuous Diagnostics and 
Monitoring (CDM) as mandated by the Department of Homeland Security. The 
automation of one of those controls, data loss prevention (DLP), is currently 
in the acquisition phase. 


LEASING COSTS 

Mr. Aderholt: CFTC spends 50i more now than it did in 2010 on office 
space, yet has about the same number of people. That's $5 million a year 
wasted on empty space. For example, CFTC's Kansas office only has 30 percent 
capacity filled. That $5 million dollars would have been enough to cover the 
budgetary shortfall that supposedly led to furloughs at the agency last year. 
Does CFTC have any plans to renegotiate leases that would reduce the size of 
its footprint? Could CFTC sublet any space to reduce leasing costs? 

Response: In 2009 and 2010, a number of issues were developing that 
affected staffing and consequently leased space. First, in 2009, CFTC had 
leasing costs of approximately $13 million and an FTE count of 498 staff with 
107 contractors. This is the first year CFTC was able to begin staffing up 
for pre Dodd-Frank mission related work. Second, CFTC space was very tight 
with some staff doubled up in single offices, professional staff occupying 
support staff space, libraries, and other inappropriate space. Third, there 
was a growing need for improved security, hearing and deposition room 
capacity, and IT/video communication enhancement. Fourth, the leases for all 
CFTC offices were expiring over the following 2 to 4 years, a time when the 
office space markets were generally very favorable. Lastly, in 2010 and 2011 
there was an expectation that significant staff expansion would occur 
following the passage of the Dodd-Frank Act, which greatly expanded CFTC's 
r e s pon s i b i 1 i t i e s . 

This increase from FY 2009 to FY 2014 is primarily due to two factors - 
increase in space and inherent increases in rent (taxes, utilities, 
inflation). The increases in CFTC's space occurred during FY 2011 and FY 
2012. In FY 2014, CFTC workers have increased to approximately 676 FTEs and 
295 contractors. This is a 60l increase of 366 new bodies to seat in 
addition to addressing the overcrowding and need for security, hearing and 
deposition room and IT space. 

CFTC continues to believe additional staff is needed to fulfill its mandated 
mission. It .is anticipated that all leased space will be fully occupied if 
the CFTC receives the FY 2015 President's Budget Request. On the subleasing 
issue, CFTC has received a legal opinion indicating that it has extremely 
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limited ability to sublease space and that any return of space to the 
landlord would have to be done by mutual agreement. If CFTC were able to 
sublease space, it would not be able to retain lease payments and would be 
required to deposit them to the Treasury as miscellaneous receipts, thereby 
providing no financial relief to the agency. 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide CFTC' s planned use for Tenan 
Allowance of approximately $6 million available October 1" , 2014 
scenarios: 1. If CFTC's budget for FY 2015 remains the same. 2. 
fully funds the FY 2015 Budget Request. 

Response: The Second Refurbishment Credit, as it is called in our 

current lease, will be available to CFTC on October 1, 2015, the first day of 
FY 2016, and will have no effect on CFTC's FY' 2015 budget execution under 
either scenario. The terms of the lease mandate that the credit be used to 
offset total rent next due. 


improvement 
index 2 


LAWSUITS 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a list of all legal challenges CFTC has 
faced or is facing because of its rulemakings since FY 2009. Provide the 
rule reference, the legal citation for the rule's authority, the provisions 
of the rule or legal authority being challenged, a summary of the complaints 
of each challenge and the current status of the legal challenge. 

Response: Commission rules have been challenged in six separate 
lawsuits, four of which have been concluded. The Commission prevailed in 
two, lost one, and a fourth was withdrawn by the plaintiff. Two suits remain 
pending . 


International Swaps & Derivatives Ass'n, et al. v. CFTC . The I n t e r na t i ona 1 
Swaps and Derivatives Association ("ISDA") and the Securities Industry 
Financial Markets Association ("SIFMA") challenged the Commission's rule 
imposing speculative position limits on physical commodity derivatives, 
published in the Federal Register on November 18, 2011, 76 Fed. Reg. 71626, 
and codified in the Code of Federal Regulations at 17 C.F.R. §151.1, et seq. 
("Position Limits Rule") . The Commission promulgated the Position Limits 
Rule pursuant to Section 4a of the Commodity Exchange Act, 7 U.S.C. § 6a, as 
amended by section 737 of the Dodd- Frank Act. 

The "heart of the Plaintiffs' challenge" to the Position Limits Rule was 
their contention "that the CFTC misinterpreted authority under the Commodity 
Exchange Act of 1.936 (CEA)." ISDA v. CFTC, 887 F. Supp. 2d 259, 260 (D.D.C. 
2012). The Commission determined that 7 U.S.C. § 6a contains a mandate that 
the CFTC enact position limits, so as to diminish eliminate or prevent 
excessive speculation. The Plaintiffs argued that the statute requires the 
Commission, before establishing limits, make an antecedent determination that 
limits are necessary. The Plaintiffs also challenged the Commission's 
consideration of costs and benefits, many specific policy choices relating to 
the levels of the limits, the choice of which derivatives would first be 
subject to limits, the inclusion of swaps in the limits, among others. 
Finally, the plaintiffs alleged that the Commission violated the 
Administrative Procedure Act by acting arbitrarily and failing to give 
interested persons sufficient notice of the rulemaking. 
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On cross-motions for summary judgment, the U.S. District Court for the 
District of Columbia rejected both parties' positions on whether limits are 
mandatory or must be justified by a necessity finding, holding that section 
4a is "ambiguous as to . . . whether the CFTC is required to find that 
position limits are necessary and appropriate prior to imposing them." ISDA , 
887 F. Supp. 2d at 267. Because the Commission had construed the statute as 
unambiguously requiring position limits, the court vacated the Position 
Limits Rule and remanded it to the Commission to consider the ambiguity the 
court perceived. Id. at 268, 281-82. The Commission appealed this decision 
to the U.S. Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit, but later withdrew the 
appeal after proposing a revised position-limits rule, see Position Limits 
for Derivatives, 78 Fed. Reg. 75680 {proposed Dec. 12, 2013), which addresses 
the District Court's concerns. 

Investment Compa n y Institute, et al. v. CFTC. The Investment Company 
Institute ("ICI") and the U.S. Chamber of Commerce challenged amendments to 
two CFTC regulations, 17 C.F.R. §§ 4.5, 4.27, that require certain "commodity 
pool operators" to register and provide the Commission with certain data 
related to systemic risks. See Commodity Pool Operators & Commodity Trading 
Advisors: Compliance Obligations, 77 Fed. Reg. 17,328 (Mar. 26, 2012) ("CPO 

Registration Rule"). 1 In particular, the rule amendments at issue 
significantly narrowed an exclusion from the definition of "commodity pool 
operator" that was applicable to entities registered with the SEC as 
investment companies. The gravamen of the Plaintiffs' complaint was that the 
CFTC gave no good reason (and was therefore arbitrary and capricious) in 
narrowing the exclusion, and failed to consider properly the costs and 
benefits of doing so. They also challenged a number of the rule's 
particulars. Inv. Co. Inst. v. CFTC, 891 F. Supp. 2d 167 (D.D.C. 2013). 

The court rejected the Plaintiffs' challenges and upheld the rule in its 
entirety. The court held that the CPO Registration Rule is a rational 
component of the CFTC's expanded mandate to oversee and regulate the 
previously dark swaps markets, is "moored to the purposes and concerns of 
Dodd Frank," and is "well within the agency's discretion." Inv. Co. Inst., 
891 F. Supp. 2d at 207-08. The court also concluded that the Commission's 
analysis satisfied the cost-benefit requirements of 7 U.S.C. § 19(a). The 
court held that the Commission "adequately identified, considered and 
evaluated the costs and benefits of [the CPO Registration Rule) with respect 
to the five factors set out in" 7 U.S.C. § 19(a). T d. at 219. 

Plaintiffs appealed, but the U.S. Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit 
affirmed, agreeing with the District Court that the CFTC's rules were 
rational and adequately justified as a whole and in their particulars, and 
that the "CFTC's consideration and evaluation of [the CPO Registration 
Rule's] costs and benefit was not arbitrary or capricious. Inv . Co. Inst. v. 
CFTC, 720 F. 3d 370, 376-77, 380-81 (D.C. Cir. 2013). 

Chicago Mercantile Exchange, Inc, v. CFTC. The Chicago Mercantile Exchange 
( "CME" ) sought an injunction of the Commission's Swap Recordkeeping and 


1 The regulation was initially published at 77 Fed. Reg. 11252 (Feb. 24, 
2012) , but that release contained several errors that were subsequently 
corrected in the revised publication. 
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Reporting Requirements Rule, 77 Fed. Reg. 2136 (Jan. 12, 2012), codified at 
17 C.F.R. part 45 ("Swap Reporting Rule"), enacted pursuant to 7 U.S.C. §§ 

6r, 7, 7a-i, 7b-3, 12a and 24. CME alleged that the Commission exceeded the 
authorities provided by these statutes to require various kinds of reporting 
and failed to consider properly the costs and benefits of the rule. CME also 
alleged that certain staff guidance issued subsequent to the Swap Reporting 
Rule ("Staff FAQs") effected a substantive change to the rule, but failed to 
follow the procedures required by the APA, in particular notice and comment. 
CME voluntarily dismissed its lawsuit without prejudice pursuant to Federal 
Rule of Civil Procedure 4 1(a) (1) before the Commission filed an answer. 

DTCC Data Repository (U.S.) LLC, et al . v, CFTC. Subsequent to CME dropping 
its suit, the Commission formally approved CME Rule 1001, a CME rule that 
requires all swaps cleared on CME's DCO to submit the data to a CME- 
affiliated SDR. Later, another DCO, ICE Clear Credit, issued a similar rule 
without formal CFTC approval, via a different procedure known as "self- 
certification." See 7 U.S.C. § 7a-2{c). DTCC argued that by approving the 
CME rule and allowing the ICE rule to take effect, the CFTC impermissibly 
changed Part 45 without following proper procedures, including consideration 
of costs and benefits under 7 U.S.C. § 19(a). When these underlying events 
were taking place, CFTC staff withdrew the Staff FAQ that were at issue in 
the CME case. DTCC challenged that withdrawal, arguing that it effected a 
substantive rule change without observance of proper procedures. 

The CFTC moved to dismiss 4 of the 5 counts in the Complaint— all except the 
direct challenge to CME Rule 1001. The U.S. District Court for the District 
of Columbia dismissed 3 of the 5. The court held that the challenge to the 
ICE Clear Credit rule was not a reviewable final agency action, because the 
ICE rule was established through self-certification, not Commission approval. 
DTCC v. CFTC, 13-cv-624 slip op. at 12-14 (D.D.C. Mar. 10, 2014). The court 
also held that judicial review was not available for DTCC' s claim that 
Commission staff acted arbitrarily in withdrawing the Staff FAQS regarding 
the reporting of cleared swaps, because this also was not final agency 
action. Id. at 7-9. The CFTC had moved to dismiss a 4 r; ' count on the grounds 
that it was duplicative of the 5 ,r: (both challenges to CME Rule 1001), but the 
court held that it was not precisely duplicative. 

Litigation as to the 2 remaining counts is ongoing; the parties are scheduled 
to brief cross motions for summary judgment in the coming months. 

Bloomberg LP v. CFTC . Bloomberg LP challenged a provision of Commission Rule 

39.13, 17 C.F.R. § 39.13, which establishes requirements for certain 
assumptions a DCO must use in establishing collateral requirements for 
futures and swaps. See Derivatives Clearing Organizational General 
Provisions and Core Principles, 76 Fed. Reg. 69334 (Nov. 8, 2011) 

("Liquidation Rule"). The Liquidation Rule was promulgated pursuant to 7 
U.S.C. § 7a-l (c) (2) (D) . Bloomberg, planning to establish a swap-execution 
facility, alleged that the Liquidation Rule arbitrarily required different 
assumptions (regarding anticipated time to liquidate) for financial swaps and 
futures in calculating the required margin collateral, disadvantaging swaps 
and, therefore, swap-execution facilities. Bloomberg alleged that the 
Liquidation Rule's discussion of costs and benefits was inadequate and 
violated the CEA cost-benefit provision, 7 U.S.C. § 19(a). Bloomberg also 
claimed that the Commission failed to give interested parties fair notice of 
various portions of the Liquidation Rule. Bloomberg LP v. CFTC, 949 F. Sudd. 
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2d 91, 113 (D.D.C, 2013). The court dismissed Bloomberg' s lawsuit because it 
concluded that Bloomberg was not harmed directly. Id. at 123-24. Bloomberg 
did not appeal. 

SIFMA, et al v ■ CFTC, On December 4, 2013, SIFMA, IS DA, and the Institute of 
International Bankers filed a complaint in the U.S. District Court for the 
District of Columbia alleging that (1) that the Commission's July 2013 cross- 
border guidance. Interpretive Guidance and Policy Statement regarding 
Compliance with Certain Swaps Regulations, 78 Fed. Reg. 45292 {July 26, 2013} 
("Cross Boarder Guidance") is in fact a regulation, defectively promulgated 
because it lacks a cost-benefit analysis; (2) that the "rules" set out in the 
cross-border release exceed the Commission's authority under 7 U.S.C. § 2(.i) 
to regulate conduct overseas to the extent that it has a "direct and 
significant connection with activities in, or effect on, commerce of the 
United States"; (3) that 14 Commission rules implementing Dodd-Frank Title 
VII are arbitrary and capricious and failed properly to consider costs and 
benefits because they did not specify or consider what overseas activity 
would be subject to the rules ; * and (4) in those 14 rules, the Commission 
failed to consider comments concerning their overseas application. The 
Plaintiffs ask the court to vacate the Cross-Border Guidance and enjoin the 
Commission from enforcing any of the 14 specified rules "extraterr itorially . " 
The parties are in the process of briefing cross-motions for summary 
j udgment . 

Mr. Aderho.lt: Please provide the actual cost to date and the projected 
cost of each legal challenge. 

Response: The Commission currently does not track or project the costs 
of particular legal challenges. 


SWAP DEALER DEMINIM IS 

Mr. Aderho.lt: Please 1) quantify the number of swap dealers currently 
registered with the Commission; 2) list the aggregate gross notional amount of 
swap activity as of the date of the hearing per CFTC regulation 1.3(ggg)(4) 
for each registered swap dealer without individually identifiable 
information; 3) estimate the number of additional swap dealers that will 
register with the Commission if the de minimis threshold is reduced to $3 
billion; 4) list each registered swap dealer, without individually 
identifiable information, that is deemed a Systemically Important Financial 
Institution by the Financial Stability Oversight Commission and/or the 

4 

The fourteen rules are: the Swap registration Rule, 77 Fed. Reg. 2613, the 
Entity Definition Rule, 77 Fed. Reg. 30596, the Portfolio Reconciliation and 
Documentation Rule, 77 Fed Reg. 55904, the Real-Time Reporting Rule, 77 Fed. 
Reg. 1182, the Daily Trading Records Rule, ~n Fed. Reg. 20128, the Trade 
Execution Rule, 78 Fed. Reg. 33606, the Straight Through Processing Rule, 77 
Fed. Reg. 21278, the Clearing Determination Rule, 77 Fed. Reg. 74284, the 
Chief Compliance Officer Rule, 77 Fed. Reg. 20128, 20200-01, the Risk 
Management Rule, 77 Fed. Reg. 20128, 20205-11, the 3DR Reporting Rule, 77 
Fed. Reg. 2136, the Historical SDR Reporting Rule, 77 Fed. Reg. 35200, the 
Large Trader Reporting Rule, 76 Fed. Reg. 43581, and the SEF Registration 
Rule, 78 Fed. Reg. 33476. 
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Financial Stability Board; and 5} list the total revenue and assets of each 
registered swap dealer and corresponds with the data provided in criteria $2) 
and #3} of this question without individually identifiable information. If 
the CFTC does not have the information requested in criteria number 5, please 
obtain the information from the firms directly, through the National Futures 
Association, Designated Seif-Regulatory Organizations that oversee the 
entities, or as a last resort via SEC form 10K, annual reports, and other 
publicly available data online. If the company is not public and CFTC does 
not have the legal authority to obtain this information, please explain the 
legal reasoning and justification in memoranda format. 

Response: The information requested follows: 

Number of CFTC-registered swap dealers. 

• 102 as of March 27, 2014. 

CFTC-registered swap dealers' swap gross notional amounts. 

• Please see Appendix 004 

Estimate the number of unregistered swap dealers that would be required to 
register if the de minimis threshold were reduced to $3 billion. 

• The Commission does not believe that the information needed to answer this 
question is available at this time. The Commission expects that such 
information will become available over a period of time through reporting 
to swap data repositories and has provided in its regulations a period of 
up to five years to collect and study the data before the $3 billion de 
minimis would become effective. 

List of CFTC-registered swap dealers that are deemed Systemicaily Important 
Financial Institutions by FSOC and the Financial Stability Board. 

The list of swap dealers deemed to be SIFIs by FSOC was compiled by 
identifying those registered swap dealers that are non-bank financial 
companies subject to the Fed's oversight pursuant to an FSOC designation 
under Dodd-Frank Act (DFA) section 113 ("FSOC-designated entities"); bank 
holding companies with more than $50 billion in consolidated assets and 
subject to enhanced prudential requirements under DFA section 165; and former 
bank holding companies that received TARP funding and are treated as FSOC- 
designated entities under DFA section 117. For the purpose of identifying 
SIFIs, bank holding companies that have submitted resolution plans pursuant 
to section 165(d) through December 31, 2013 are treated as being subject, to 
enhanced prudential requirements and therefore being SIFIs. 

The list of swap dealers deemed to be global systemicaily important banks was 
compiled by looking at the November 11, 2013 list published by the Financial 
Stability Board. 



Swap Dealers Deemed SIFIs by FSOC 

Swap Dealers Deemed 
Global Systemicaily 
Important Banks by the 

Fi na nc i a 1 S t abi 1 i t y 
Board 

1 

AUSTRALIA AND NEW ZEALAND BANKING GROUP LTD 


2 

BANCO BILBAO VIZCAYA ARGENTARIA SA 

X 
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Swap Dealers Deemed SI FIs by FSOC 

Global Systemically 
Important Banks by the 

Board 

3 

BANCO SANTANDER SA 

X 

4 

BANK OF MONTREAL 


5 

BANK OF NOVA SCOTIA THE 


6 

BNP PARIBAS 

X 

7 

CANAL: AN IMPERIAL BANK OF COMMERCE 


8 

COMMERZBANK AG 


9 

COMMONWEALTH BANK OF AUSTRALIA 


10 

DEUTSCHE BANK AG 

X 

11 

NATIONAL AUSTRALIA BANK LIMITED 


12 

ROYAL BANK OF CANADA 


1.3 

SOCIETE GENERALE S A 

X 

14 

TORONTO DOMINION BANK THE 


15 

UBS AG 

X 

1 6 

SKANDINAVISKA ENSKILDA BANKEN AB PUSL 


17 


BANK OF AMERICA NA" 

18 


BANK OF NEW YORK MELLON 


Swap Dealers' Total Revenue and Assets. 

• The details of swap dealers' total revenue and assets have not yet been, 
determined. 


LEGISLATIVE PROPOSAL FOR USER FEES 

Mr. Aderholt: The President's fiscal year 2015 budget request 
discusses a legislative proposal to collect user fees to fund the 
Commission's financial regulation activities. What is the current status of 
that legislative proposal? 

Response: CFTC understands that a legislative proposal, on user fees is 
presently being drafted. The CFTC is prepared to provide technical 
assistance, where appropriate, for any such proposal. 

Mr. Aderholt: When does the Administration plan on submitting the 
legislation to the Congress? 

Response: The President's Budget contemplates submitting the 
legislation by the end of FY 2014. 

Mr. Aderholt: When would the legislation have to be enacted for the 
collections to be in place in order to collect the fees? 


' Bank of America NA was included in the above list of Global Systemically 
Important Banks. However, note that the Financial Stability Board's list 
includes Bank of America, which could mean either Bank of America NA or Bank 
of America Corporation. The former is a registered swap dealer, the latter 
is not. 
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Response: The detc 

determined. 


the iraolementat ion timeline have 


Mr. Aderholt: What would the fee be based on, who would have to pay 
the fee and how much would the fee be? 


Response: The details of the fee structure have not yet be 
determined. 


CLEAR T NGHOUSES 

Mr. Aderholt: Has or does 
designated SI FI clearinghouses o 
Will these rules include minimum 

Response: In November of 2013, the CFTC finalized rules for SIDCOs. 

These rules, together with the existing derivatives clearing organizations 
rules, establish Commission regulations that are consistent with the 
Principles for Financial Market Infrastructures (PFMIs) promulgated by the 
Committee on Payment and Settlement Systems and the Technical. Committee of 
the International Organization of Securities Commissions (CPSS-IOSCO) . 
Consistency with the PFMIs follows the mandate of Section 805(a) (1) that risk 
management standards ”take[] into consideration relevant international 
standards." In addition, the rules would allow SIDCOs to continue to be 
Qualifying Central Counterparties for purposes of international bank capital 
standards.'' As such, these final rules were intended to address all of the 
remaining gaps between part 39 of the Commission's regulations and the PFMIs. 
The final rules include substantive requirements relating to governance, 
financial resources, system safeguards, special default rules and procedures 
for uncovered losses or shortfalls, risk management, additional disclosure 
requirements, efficiency, and recovery and wind-down procedures. The 
financial resources rules include requirements for minimum levels of 
resources to meet member defaults as well as a minimum level of resources 


CFTC plan to propose rules related to 
r DCOs similar to what the SEC has done? 
capital requirements and operating expenses 


17 A Qualifying Central Counterparty is defined by the Basel Committee for 
Banking Supervision as, in relevant part, a central counterparty that is 
prudent ially supervised in a jurisdiction where the relevant regulator has 
established and publicly indicated that it applies to the central 
counterparty, on an ongoing basis, domestic rules and regulations that are 
consistent with the PFMIs. International bank capital standards provide 
incentives for banks, including their subsidiaries and affiliates, to clear 
derivatives through Qualifying Central Counterparties by setting lower 
capital charges for exposures to a Qualifying Central Counterparty. 

The SIDCO must maintain financial resources sufficient to meet its financial 
obligations to its clearing members notwithstanding a default by the one, or 
in certain cases two, clearing member (s) creating the largest combined loss 
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available to fund operations in the event the SIDCO were to need to implement 
its recovery or wind-down plan." 

In addition, because of the potential advantages afforded to Qualifying 
Central Counterparties, the CFTC included procedures by which DCOs other than 
SIDCOs may elect to become subject to these additional standards so that they 
may also be considered to be Qualifying Central Counterparties. 

Mr. Aderholt: Please describe ail rules, guidance, roundtables, or any 
other actions taken regarding designated SIFI Clearinghouses or DCOs. 

Response: In 2010 the CFTC proposed heightened requirements to 

increase the minimum financial resources requirements for SIDCOs, restrict 
the use of assessments in meeting such obligations, enhance the system 
safeguards for SIDCOs, and grant the CFTC special enforcement authority over 
SIDCOs pursuant to section 807 of the Dodd-Frank Act. The CFTC requested and 
received public comment on these proposals. However, the CFTC elected to 
delay finalization of these regulations because (1) efforts to finalize the 
PFiyils were ongoing and new rules could have put SIDCOs at a competitive 
disadvantage vis-a-vis foreign central counterparties not yet subject to 
comparable rules, and, (2) at the time, no DCO had been designated as 
systemically important by the Financial Stability Oversight Council. The 
CFTC finalized these proposed regulations in 2013 following significant 
domestic and international developments. For example, (1) final PFMIs were 
published in April of 2012; (2) the Financial Stability Oversight Council 
designated two registered DCOs for which the CFTC is the Supervisory Agency 
as systemically important, and (3) the Basel CCP Capital Requirements, which 
provide for signif icantly less favorable capital treatment for bank exposures 
to central counterparties unless the relevant regulator of the central 
counterparty establishes regulations that are consistent with the PFMIs by 
the end of 201.3, were adopted. CFTC staff was significantly involved in each 
of these developments and, with respect to the international developments, 
staff used its expertise to help promote the goal of keeping clearing cost- 
effective and to develop global standards that are consistent with U.S. law. 

In addition, the CFTC previously reviewed the risk management standards set 
forth in the CFTC 7 s regulations to identify those areas in which additional 
risk management standards for SIDCOs would be appropriate. As part of this 
review, and consistent with section 805 of the Dodd-Frank Act, which directs 
the CFTC to consider relevant international standards and existing prudential 
requirements when prescribing risk management standards governing the 
operations related to payment, clearing, and settlement activities for 
SIDCOs, the CFTC realized that there were gaps between CFTC regulations and 
the PFMIs. As such, the CFTC proposed and finalized rules for SIDCOs to 
address these regulatory gaps. 


' In November of 2011 the CFTC finalized rules applicable to all DCOs, which 
included a .rule requiring a DCO to cover its operating costs for a period one 
year, as calculated on a rolling basis. The SIDCO rules require a SIDCO to 
maintain sufficient unencumbered liquid financial assets, funded by the 
equity of its owners, to implement its recovery or wind-down plans. 



180 


As part of the rulemakings described above, the CFTC solicited public 
comment, met with market participants, and reviewed and considered pub] 
comment letters. In addition, the CFTC consulted with both domestic 
agencies, including the Financial Stability Oversight Council, as well 
other international authorities. Moreover, as mentioned above, CFTC st 
participates extensively in several international and domestic working 
to advance the agency's goals and promote a harmonized approach to the 
regulation and supervision of SIDCOs. For example, CFTC staff was acti 
involved in the CPSS-IOSCO working group that promulgated the PFMIs, a 
as in the working group that promulgated the Basel CCP Capital Requires 
In addition, a significant amount of CFTC staff time was spent, and cor 
to be spent, on work for the Financial Stability Oversight Council. 

Mr. Aderhoit: Please provide a table with the status of all prop 
and final regulations since 2009. 

Response: Please see Appendix 005 . 
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Appendix 001 

From: 

To: 

Subject 
Date: 

OED COMMUNICATION 

To: All Employees 

From: Anthony Thompson, Executive Director 
Subject: Implications of Ongoing Budget Negotiations 

The purpose of this email is to let you know the impact of a potential sequestration on CFTC. 

The Administration continues to work with Congress to resolve impending Federal budget events 
that are scheduled to occur around the end of the year, commonly referred to as the "fiscal cliff." 
Among these are potential across-the-board reductions in Federal spending, also known as 
"sequestration." Under the Budget Control Act of 2011, these reductions are scheduled to take 
effect on January 2, 2013. 

If sequestration occurs, it will reduce CFTC's budgetary resources for the rest of the fiscal year 
(through September 30). These cuts, while significant and harmful to our mission, would not require 
immediate reductions in spending: we will have funds available after January 2, but our overall 
funding for the remainder of the year would be reduced. 

If sequestration occurs, our day-to-day operations will not change dramatically on or immediately 
after January 2. If we must operate under reduced funding levels for an extended period of time, we 
may have to consider cost reducing actions in the future. In that event, we will carefully consider 
available options to reduce costs within the agency consistent with our obligation to execute our 
core mission. 

If you have questions about the potential sequestration, I encourage you to contact Mark Carney, 

Kitty McCoy, Stacy Yochum, or me. We will do our best to provide clear information about the 
status of events as they unfold. 

Finally, let me express my gratitude during this holiday season for your hard work and dedication to 
the vital mission of CFTC. Your contributions touch people’s lives in many significant ways, and I 
want you to know how deeply appreciative everyone is of your efforts. 

Tony 

Anthony C. Thompson 
Executive Director 

Office of the Executive Director, Commodity Futures Trading Commission 

: ; 55 21 st TreeT NW I Washington DC 20581 | Tel 202.418.5697 



2013 Sequestration Update 

Friday, December 21, 2012 1:57:25 PM 
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From: 

To: 

Subject; 

Date: 


Thompson. Anthony C. 

All CFTC (FTB 

FY2014 Budget Forecast -Staff Update 
Thursday, October 24, 2013 9:32:25 AM 


Dear Colleagues: 

I wanted to follow-up on the information provided by the Chairman in his email earlier 
today. 

As the Chairman explained, we have made numerous budget cuts in order to save money in 
an attempt to minimize the potential adverse impact on staff. Unfortunately, we are still 
facing serious financial restraints and must begin the process of proposing up to 14 days of 
discontinuous furlough. 

This means that the furlough days will be spread out over the course of the FY and will not 
be served all at one time, which we hope helps to minimize the financial impact on 
employees. At this time, we anticipate that up to three (3) furlough days will be needed 
during the period of the CR (ending January 15, 2014), with the additional furlough days 
occurring during the remainder of the fiscal year. We will continue to monitor our financial 
situation closely and will keep you apprised of whether furlough days will be taken as 
scheduled. 

We want each of you to know that all of the work you perform here at the CFTC is 
important. Therefore, we have decided that furloughs will be implemented equitably. This 
means that every employee subject to furlough, regardless of position, will be furloughed 
the same amount of days/hours with the number of hours prorated for part time staff. 
Although there are some positions and offices that are not subject to furlough, such as the 
presidential appointees, the Whistleblower office, and the Office of Consumer Outreach, this 
is due to the nature of their funding and not a reflection that your roles are less vital to 
CFTC or to the American people. 

Each of you will be receiving your official notice of the proposed furlough from your 
supervisors starting today. Please make sure to read the letter carefully and acknowledge 
its receipt as instructed. Remember that this does not mean that you will begin serving 
your furlough days once you receive the notice. You will have an opportunity to respond 
and will receive a written decision before taking any furlough days. 

Most importantly, we understand that the furlough could impose hardships on many of you. 
We will continue to work closely with all employees to do our best to support and provide 
you with up-to-date communication throughout this coming year. We truly appreciate 
everyone's ongoing cooperation and patience throughout this process and thank you for 
your work and dedication to accomplishing the mission of CFTC, 

HRB will be sending an OED communication to all staff today with information about the 
process and Questions and Answers for your consideration. A separate email with 
instructions to supervisors on issuing the proposals will follow. 

We will continue to keep you updated on any changes in our budget situation, to include 
sharing any new developments on our funding status, as soon as additional details become 
available. 


Tony 
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Office of the 
Executive Director 


U.S. COMMODITY FUTURES TRADING COMMISSION 

Three Lafayette Centre 
1155 21st Street, NW, Washington, DC 20581 
Telephone: (202) 418-5003 
Facsimile: (202)418-5530 
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TO: 


FROM: 


DATE: 


Mark Weatherly 

Deputy Associate Director for Housing, Treasury, and Commerce 
Office of Management and Budget 


Anthony Thompson 
Executive Director 


January 2, 2014 


C 


SUBJECT: Request for Exception Apportionment Due to Extraordinary 
Circumstances 


The Commodity Futures Trading Commission (CFTC) hereby requests an exception apportionment of 
$2,932 million above the amount automatically apportioned for the CFTC under the Continuing 
Appropriations Act, 2014 (P.L. 1 13-46). We make this request pursuant to the authority in Section 1 12 
of the Continuing Appropriations Act, 2014. which provides that: 

Amounts made available under section 101 for civilian personnel compensation and 
benefits in each department and agency may be apportioned up to the rate for operations 
necessary to avoid furloughs withm such department or ageney, consistent with the 
applicable appropriations Act for fiscal year 2013, except that such authority provided 
under this section shall not be used until after the department or agency has taken all 
necessary actions to reduce or defer non-personnel-related administrative expenses. 

This request is being submitted in an abundance of caution at this time due to a recently opened inquiry 
by lire U.S. Government Accountability Office (GAO) into the availability of C'FTC’s transfer authority 
tinder the Continuing Appropriations Act, 2014. 1 While the CFTC believes that the agency retained 
transfer authority under the Continuing Appropriations Act, 2014. we are requesting that the exception 
apportionment be granted prior to January 7, 2014, in order to mitigate potential staff furloughs which 
may be required if GAO determines that the CFTC docs not retain transfer authority under the 
Continuing Appropriations Act, 2014. 


1 On December 20, 2013, CFTC was formally notified that GAO received a congressional request for a 
legal opinion regarding whether transfer authority provided to CFTC in the Financial Services and 
General Government Appropriations Act, 2012, continues to be available to CFTC as it operates under 
the Continuing Appropriations Act, 2014. 
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CFTC carefully considered, blit did not request, an exception apportionment under the Continuing 
Appropriations Act, 2014 earlier in FY 2014. In planning for FY 20 14, CFTC determined that absent a 
budget increase the agency would likely need to furlough staff as a result of the impact of sequestration 
and a decrease in available carryover funds. At the end of FY 2013, the agency engaged in consultations 
with employee unions on the proposed furlough and on October 24. 2013 notified all staff that they may 
be furloughed not more than 14 days in FY 2014 CFTC informed staff that up to three furlough days 
would need to be served before January 15, 2014, and ultimately staff were required to serve two 
furlough days during this period. CFTC implemented two furlough days, instead of requesting an 
exception apportionment, to avoid putting the agency in undesirable financial position for the remainder 
of the fiscal year with the possibility of additional sequestration budget reductions. The availability of 
transfer authority under the Continuing Appropriations Act, 2014 also factored into the agency’s 
decision not request an exception apportionment. The agency also did not think it prudent to compress 
furlough days to fewer pay periods later in FY 2014 given the financial impact on employees, and did 
not wish to presume a budget increase which would offset any exception apportionment received under 
the Continuing Appropriations Act, 2014. However, the current inquiry into the CFTC’s transfer 
authority raises the possibility of an agency-wide furlough of all staff for the period of January 7, 2014 
through January 15, 2014, in addition to the 14 days of furlough previously noticed and has the potential 
to jeopardize the CFTC’s ability to perform mission critical oversight, surveillance and regulation. 
Therefore, under the present circumstances, the CFTC believes it prudent and appropriate to request an 
exception apportionment. 

On November 26, 2013, CFTC transferred $2. 932m from the Information Technology (IT) account to 
the Salaries and Hxpenscs (S&E) account in order to continue the necessary and orderly operations of 
the CFTC, to minimize employee furloughs, and to avoid reduetions-in-forcc during FY 2014. Even 
with the completed transfer of S2, 932m and exhaustive use oi' carryover balances, CFTC S&E resources 
under the Continuing Appropriations Act, 2014 are extremely constrained and the agency has taken all 
necessary and available actions to reduce or defer non-personnel related administrative expenses. For 
example, CFTC has deferred procurements, reduced lease costs, and significantly reduced staff travel 
and training as well as contractor support, funded by the S&E account. To reduce personnel costs, 

CFTC. has already implemented agency-wide furloughs for two days, continued to severely restrict 
external hiring, and minimized usage of compensatory lime, overtime, and holiday premium pay. 

Based on current projections, CFTC will begin to obligate the transferred funds on January 7, 2014, for 
staff salaries and benefits, The requested exception apportionment would allow CFTC to continue 
ongoing operations without additional staff furloughs and without obligating or expending any of the 
$2. 932m transferred under the Continuing Appropriations Act, 2014 and currently under review by 
GAO. Without the exception apportionment CFTC may need to consider agency-wide furloughs of all 
staff for the period of January 7, 2014 through January 15, 2014, which we view as a very undesirable 
option that will jeopardize the CFTCs ability to continue the necessary and orderly operations of the 
agency. 

In addition, it appears that CFTC may receive a full-year FY 2014 appropriation on or about January 15, 
2014. The requested exception apportionment provides lime for the GAO decision and the FY 2014 
full-year appropriation to be resolved without additional staff furloughs. 


2 
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In summary, we are requesting an exception apportionment in order to avoid uncertainty about 
additional unanticipated agency-wide furloughs and as a prudent and necessary step to ensure continuity 
of CFTC operations. Due to the extraordinary circumstances and the GAO inquiry into the availability 
of transfer authority under the Continuing Appropriations Act, 2014, the CFTC respectfully requests that 
OMB approve an exception apportionment prior to January 7, 20 1 4. 

Thank you for your consideration of, and assistance with this request. If you have any questions 
regarding this request, 1 would be pleased to discuss them with you. 


3 



FY 2014 Apportionment 
Funds provided by Public Law 113-46 
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From; OED Communication 

To: Ali CFTC CFTE1 

Subject: OED COMMUNICATION: Administrative Furlough Decisions 

Date: Thursday, November 14 , 2013 12:37:52 PM 


OED COMMUNICATION 

SUBJECT: Administrative Furlough Decisions 

By letter dated October 24, 2013, all employees were notified of a proposed discontinuous 
administrative furlough for up to 14 days between November 25, 2013 and September 30, 
2014 All of the replies received in response to the proposal notice have been reviewed 
and carefully considered. Starting today you will be receiving a copy of the decision letter 
from your supervisor, which addresses concerns raised, outlines the basis for the decision, 
and provides information on any appeal rights you may have. 

What are the scheduling parameters for full time employees? 

• All full time employees who are subject to furlough are required to serve three 8-hour 
furlough days between the second week of pay period 23 and the end of pay period 26 

• You will serve one 8-hour furlough day each pay period in 3 out of the 4 pay periods 

• Furlough days will not be limited to Mondays or Fridays; you can take any 
scheduled workday as your furlough day, subject to supervisory approval 

• All 8 hours must be served on a single day 

• Employees may not all be able to take the same day 

• If you are on a 5-4-9 schedule: 

o Continue to take one flex day per pay period 
o You may need to move your flex day due to furlough scheduling 
o You cannot schedule your furlough day on your flex day (you would need to 
move your flex day to another day) 

o Use the 8-hour day as the furlough day (moving the 8 hour day to the 
furlough day if necessary) 

• Supervisors are encouraged to try and accommodate employee preference while still 
maintaining coverage 

• Supervisors may not be able to grant your first choice due to the need to ensure office 
coverage 

• If your regular recurring telework day is affected by the furlough, work with your 
supervisor to move it to another day during the pay period, if possible 

What about part time employees? 

• Part time employees will follow similar but not necessarily identical scheduling 

• Part time employees are being provided separate guidance including the number of 
hours to be scheduled 

How do I schedule my furlough day in pay periods 23-26? 

• For Pay Period 23, the effective date (which determines the earliest date you can 
schedule your furlough day) is determined by the date you received the proposal and is 
stated in the decision letter you receive 

o If your effective date is November 25. 2013, (letters A, B, or C), can begin 
taking your furlough day on Monday, November 25 th 
o If your effective date is November 29, 2013, (letters D, E, or F) you can begin 
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taking your furlough day on Friday, November 29 th 

1. If you are on a 5/4/9 schedule and your flex day is Friday, November 
29 th . you will need to move your flex day to a different day in pay 
period 23 

2. If you want to take a different day during the second week of pay 
period 23, please contact WorkforceRelations@cftc.aov as soon as 
possible 

• Pay Period 24: You can take your 8-hour furlough day on any scheduled workday 

• Pay Period 25: You can take your 8-hour furlough day on any scheduled workday 

• Pay Period 26: You can take your 8-hour furlough day on any scheduled workday, 

unless you have already taken three 8-hour furlough days in the previous pay periods 

What do I need to do? 

• Discuss your schedule with your supervisor in advance to plan for pay periods 23-26 

• Document your schedule so you know what days you are scheduled to be furloughed 

• Look for an email next week with guidance on how to prepare for your furlough days 

Who do I contact with questions? 

• Email the Workforce Relations Mailbox 



imy 
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MEMORANDUM 


TO: 


FROM: 


DATE: 


Anthony C. Thompson, Executive Director 




Mark Carney 
Chief Financial Officer ^ O 


Laurie Lindsay 
Chief Human Capital Officer 



October 23. 2013 


SUBJECT : Necessity of Administrative Furloughs 


Over the course of Fiscal Year (FY) 2013 and into FY 2014. the Commodity Futures Trading 
Commission has faced significant budget restraints. Despile implementing a number of actions 
to reduce our expenses expected in FY 2014, we have determined that it is necessary to furlough 
employees to avoid a deficiency and therefore promote the efficiency of the service. 

Funding for FY 2013 

CFTC began FY 2013 on a continuing resolution, which provided funding at slightly above 
FY2012 levels through March 27. 2013. This amount included $55.0tn specifically reserved for 
information technology (IT), of which S 10.0m could be transferred to salaries and expenses 
(S&E). The appropriation needed to cover increased salary and benefit expenses (such as those 
based on promotions or merit based pay adjustments under our performance management 
program) and other costs (such as increased lease costs or increased contractual costs due to 
inflation). The Financial Management Branch (FM) issued guidance to all staff to immediately 
restrict spending under Ihe CR (see attachment 7), which included restrictions on hiring, 
bankcard purchases, travel, and a prohibition on stalling new programs, projects, or activities. 

On March 1, 2013, the President issued a sequester order required by the Budget Control Act of 
2011, which cut 5% of the annual budget for FY 13 beginning March 1, 2013, and continuing 
through September 30, 2013. As a result, FM immediately implemented more restrictive 
measures lo ensure that CFTC had sufficient financial resources to fund the agency through the 
remainder of the FY 201 3. These restrictions continued through the remainder of the fiscal year. 
Through these measures, CFTC was able to avoid the need to furlough staff in FY 2013. 
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Overview of KY 2013 Spending Reductions 

Based on our appropriated funding levels for FY 2013. including the amount required to he set 
aside for IT, an across-the-board reduction as well as a sequestration reduction, CFTC was faced 
with reduced budget levels available for S&E, which represents approximately 78% of CFTC’s 
budget. See Attachment 1 Section A. In order to operate within this reduced budget level and 
avoid furloughs in FY 2013, the CFTC took a number of steps beginning Mar 4, 2013: 

• Utilized authority to transfer funds from the IT to the S&E account. See Attachment 
1 Section A. 

• Curtailed hiring plans in order to reduce the FTE usage from 707 to 682. See 
Attachment 1 Section B. 

• Reduced/avoided other operating costs, reduced scope or terminated existing 
contracts, and delayed planned procurements. See Attachment 1 Section B. 

• Reduced travel and training budgets. See Attachment 1 Section B. 

• Redirected FY 20 1 2 carryover funds and prior year recoveries. Sec Attachment 1 
Section B. 

• Made efforts to minimize compensatory time, overtime, and holiday premium pay. 
See Attachments 4 and 5. 

■ Eliminated cash awards per OMB sequestration policy. See Attachment 6. 

Funding for FY 2014 

CFTC is beginning FY 2014 on a continuing resolution, which provided funding at FY 2013 
levels through January 15, 2014. This amount includes $55.0m specifically reserved for 
information technology (IT), of which $10. 0m could be transferred to salaries and expenses 
(S&E). The appropriation needs to cover increased expenses due to salary (such as those based 
cm promotions or merit based pay adjustments under our performance management program) and 
other costs (such as increased lease costs or increased contractual costs due to inflation). CFTC 
anticipates a significant reduction of approximately .115.0m in carryover and recovery funds 
compared to FY 2013. To address these budget reductions and cost increases, CFTC is taking a 
number of additional steps to further reduce spending in FY 2014. 

Overview of FY 2014 Spending Reductions 

The continuing resolution passed on October 1 6, 2013 flat funded CFTC through January 1 5, 
2014. This funding level plus an increase in FY 2014 costs, combined with sequestration and 
significantly less in FY 2013 carryover and anticipated recovery funds leaves CFTC with a 
severely reduced budget level tor FY 2014 S&E, which represents 78% of our budget. See 
Attachment ! Section C, In light of management’s duty to reduce spending, the CFTC has 
already implemented or is in the process of implementing the following actions to operate within 
this reduced budget level: 


Utilize authority to transfer funds (font the IT to the S&E account. See Attachment 1 
Section C. 
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• Reduce/avoid operating costs and delay planned procurements. See Attachment 2. 

• Continue restricted hiring to reduce FTE costs/usage through attrition. See 
Attachment 3. 

» Reduce travel budget below the FY 2013 level. See Attachment 1 Section D. 

• Significantly reduce budgets for external training. See Attachment 1 Section D 

• Direct all FY 2013 carryover funds and prior year recoveries, if any. See Attachment 
1 Section C. 

• Continue to minimize compensatory time, overtime, and holiday premium pay. See 
Attachments 4 and 5. 

• Continue following OMB sequestration policy to not pay discretionary incentive 
awards. See Attachment 6 . 

Conclusion 

While significant cost-reduction efforts have been made to avoid furloughs, we are still short of 
necessary funds for FY 2014 S&E by approximately $3. 5m. The magnilude of the financial 
deficiency requires that reasonable actions be adopted such that all CFTC employees be 
furloughed to promote the efficiency of the service. 

Course of Action 

Unless additional savings can be found, the agency will most likely be forced to furlough 
employees to stay within the anticipated S&E budget. A “furlough” is putting an employee in 
temporary status without duties and pay because of lack of work or funds which is non- 
disciplinary in nature. 

Furloughs are covered by 5 C.F.R. § 752, which outlines the process to he followed. All staff 
subject to furlough will receive a written proposal at least 30 calendar days prior to the effective 
date of any furloughs. This proposal will outline the basis for the action and their rights, 
including the right to reply orally and/or in writing, their right to review the material relied upon, 
and the right to representation. Once all replies are considered, employees will receive a final 
written derision which outlines the action to be taken and any appeal rights the employee may 
have. 

If needed, the furloughs would be applied in a uniform and consistent manner such that every 
employee subject to furlough, regardless of position, will be furloughed the same amount of 
davs/hours. with the number of hours prorated for part-time staff. No employees would be 
“excepted” from furlough. Please note that the presidential appointees, the Whistleblower office, 
and the Office of Consumer Outreach are not subject to furlough due to either the nature of their 
appointment or due to the nature of their funding. 

We anticipate furlough days would be taken at a rate of no more titan one 8-hour day per pay 
period, with furlough days taken on Mondays or Fridays. Employees would schedule their 
furlough days through their supervisors to allow supervisors to try to balance employee needs 
with office coverage and workload concents. Employees would be told if any scheduled 
furlough days could be cancelled. 
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After considering the continuing resolution, our spending projections, and our payroll 
requirements, we estimate that no more than 14 days over the entire fiscal year including 3 days 
under a 107 day CR (thru January 15, 2014) would he necessary to close the- shortfall in S&K for 
FY 2014, 

Attachments: 

1 ) FY 2014 CFTC Sequestration Operating Plan 

2) CFTC Sequestration Hiring Plan 

3) FY 2014 Agency Spending Reductions E-mail 

4) Work on Holidays E-mail 

5) Reminder of Compensatory Time Provisions 

6) Office of Management and Budget Memorandum, Agency Responsibilities for 
Implementation of Potential Joint Committee Sequestration 

7) OED Communication, Guidance for Operating Under Continuing Resolution in FY2013 
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FY 2014 CFTC Sequestration Operating Plan 


A. Overview of FY 2013 Funding Reductions 

1 . Per the FY 2013 appropriation act (PL I 13-6), CFTC received an appropriation of 
$205,294,000. Of this amount. $55,000,000 was set aside for IT, leaving 
$150,294,000 for Salaries and Expenses. Follow ing the appropriation, CFTC was 
subject to an additional 0.2% across-the-board reduction as well as a 5% 
sequestration reduction, resulting in a total budget of $194,556,000. with $52,140,000 
reserved for IT expenses and $142,416,000 available for Salaries and Expenses. 

2. Section 744 of the Consolidated Appropriations Actof2012 (P.L. 1 12-74) and 
section 730 of the Consolidated and Further Continuing Appropriations Act of 2012 
(P.L. 1 12-55) authorized the CFTC to transfer up to $10m of required minimum 
technology expenditures to other purposes. The CFTC used this authority to transfer 
$10m from the IT to the S&E account. 


Budget Authority ($k) 

S&E 

IT 

Total 

Appropriation 

150,294 

55,000 

205,294 

Across-the-Board Reduction (0.2%) 

( 301 ) ' 

( 110 )' 

( 411 ) 

5% Sequestration Reduction 

( 7 , 578 ) 

( 2 , 750 ) 

( 10 , 328 ) 

Subtotal 

142,416 

52,140 

194,556 

Transfer Authority - IT to S&E 

10,000 

( 10 , 000 ) 

0 

Apportionment 

152,416 

42,140 

194,556 


B. Actions Taken in FY 2013 

1 . In order to operate within these reduced FY 2013 budget levels the CFTC took the 
following actions beginning Mar 4, 2013: 

2. Curtailed hiring plans in order to reduce the FTE usage from 707 to 682 and 
eliminated incentive awards. perOMB memorandum 13-05, for an estimated savings 
of $4. 6m. 

3. Reduccd/avoided other operating costs, reduced scope or terminated existing 
contracts, and delayed planned procurements sufficient to accomplish an estimated 
savings of $2. 3m. 

4. Reduced agency-wide training budget from FY 2012 levels by 61% and achieve 
estimated savings of approximately $0.2m. 

5. Reduced travel budget by approximately 25% from FY 2012 levels for an estimated 
savings of approximately $0.6m. 

6. Redirected approximately $5. 2m in FY 2012 carryover funds and prior year 
recoveries toward FY 2013 ongoing operations. 


1 
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C. Overview of FY 2014 CR Funding Scenarios 

1 . Based on the most recently available draft CR language. CFTC would be funded in FY 
2014 at the FY 2013 post-sequestration level of $194,556,000 as shown above. 

2. Even using the $10m transfer authority described above, total S&E funding will still 
decrease by approximately $7.6m from FY 2013 to FY 2014 because we will have only 
approximately $1 m carryover funds and less than $800k to apply to S&E. In addition, 
other expenses will increase. FTE costs will increase by approximately $1 m in FY 2014 
due to FY 2013 merit pay increases, anticipated increased health insurance premiums, 
and expanded health insurance coverage. Lease costs, which are also part of S&E. are 
scheduled to increase in FY 2014 by approximately $2m. 

3. If CFTC is not able to apply transfer authority, then S&E funding would fall by 
approximately $17.6m from FY 2013 to FY 2014. 

D. Anticipated FY' 2014 Actions 

1 . In order to operate within these reduced budget levels the CFTC is taking or plans to take 
the following action: 

a. Continue restricted hiring to reduce FTE costs/usage through attrition. Only 
critical positions will be filled from outside the agency and any hiring actions 
must be approved by the Chairman. 

b. Reduce/avoid operating costs and delay planned procurements as much as legally 
and reasonable possible. This includes reducing non-IT contractors to the 
maximum extent possible while still supporting the agency's mission. 

c. Reduce travel budget below the FY 2013 level. 

d. Significantly reduce budgets for external training. 

e. Direct all FY 2013 carryover funds and prior year recoveries, if any, toward FY 
2014 requirements. 

f. Continue to minimize compensatory time, overtime, and holiday premium pay by 
reminding staff to plan their work and travel only during regularly scheduled hours. 

g. Continue OMB sequestration policy to not pay discretionary monetary awards 
into FY 2014 unless legally required to do so. 

E. Conclusions 

1. Even after taking significant cost reduction actions in FY 2013 and continuing to reduce 
costs in FY 2014. we are still short of necessary funding. 

2. Unless additional savings can be found, the agency will most likely be forced to furlough 
employees to stay within the anticipated S&E budget. It is estimated that the number of 
days could be as great as 14 days over the entire fiscal year and 3 days under a 90 day CR 
(thru January 15.2014). 


2 
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CFTC Sequestration Hiring Plan 


Outlined below are the steps taken to address hiring under budget constraints: 

• Effective 10/21/1 1, Divisions/offices were informed that hiring requests must have a 
business case that documents each request for recommendation to the Chairman for 
approval. 

• At the end of FY 2012 (9/30/2012), CFTC ended the year with a head count of 703. The 
Spend Plan given to Congress was set at 707. At the end of FY 2013 (9/30/2013). CFTC 
ended the year with a headcount of 680. 

• Effective 12/17/12. the Chairman delegated approval for hiring requests to OED 
Executive Director. 

• Memo sent on 4/5/13 from Executive Director to all Division Directors providing the 
status of FY 2013 recruitment actions identifying number of commitments made, 
positions frozen and the number of actions being recruited. 

• At the same time. Divisions were asked to prioritize their recruitment actions and further 
hiring was restricted. 

• In April 2013, based on attrition projections and the requirement to reach 682 FTEs it 
was determined that only 12 recruitments could be advertised to candidates external to 
CFTC. 

• Commitments and frozen positions were reviewed by the Executive Director on a weekly 
basis. In addition, weekly HR hiring meetings held with Executive Director to discuss 
pending Division intemal/extemal business cases for approval. 

• Email sent on 7/12/13 from Laurie Lindsay. CHCO to all Division Directors and 
Business Managers announcing that there will be no further external hiring, other than 
those positions which were previously allocated and approved hy the Chairman through 
the end of this fiscal year (9/30/2013). 

• In 7/12/13 email, further restrictions were put in place which required that vacant 
positions had to not only be tilled with an internal candidate, but also required a business 
case which reflected that the position to be advertised was due to attrition and that there 
would be no gain in FTE's to the organization 

• Effective 8/9/13, instituted a Hiring Request Business Case form to ensure that Divisions 
provided all the required information when submitting requests and ensure consistency 
across the CFTC 
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From: Thompson, Anthony C. 

Sent: Monday, September 30, 2013 9:32 AM 
Subject: FY20 14 Agency Spending Reductions 

Dear Colleagues, 

As you know we are operating during some very extraordinary times. Because a 
Continuing Resolution has not yet been enacted and signed into law, we are preparing 
for a potential shutdown of operations in the event of a lapse in appropriations. At the 
same time, we are also facing a significant budget shortfall in FY 2014, resulting from 
sequestration and other budget constraints. As the Chairman explained during the 
Town Hall meeting last week, we had the luxury of some 2012 carryover money that 
has enabled us to avoid furloughs in 2013, but unfortunately we do not have this 
carryover money for 2014, and we will be flat funded through a Continuing Resolution. 

As we informed you at a recent Division Directors’ meeting, we were anticipating that 
we might have to furlough up to 22 days in FY 2014. Since this meeting, we have 
identified additional cost cutting measures to include eliminating 50 percent of our non- 
IT contracting workforce. It is imperative that we make these reductions to minimize the 
impact of funding shortfalls on CFTC staff while protecting mission critical initiatives and 
agency internal controls. 

As a result of the cuts identified, we should be able to realize an additional cost savings 
of 1 .3 million dollars in FY 2014. This will allow us to reduce the number of furlough 
days from 22 to no more than 14 days. However, with these cuts, our agency will be 
unable to operate at the same level as we have in the past. 

Effective on October 1 , a number of services will be delayed or eliminated as follows 
(see attached for a more detailed summary): 

Logistics and Operations: 

• Conference Center and Event Support - Limited laborer services will be available, 
including set-up, break-down, and clean-up. There will be no hostess services (i.e., 
nametags, food service, beverage service, sign-in/greeting of guests, etc.) 

• Conference Rooms (KC and NY) - There will be no reservation signage posted 
outside of conference rooms or water service provided 

• Transportation Services - There will be no Commission vehicles, drivers, or 
messenger services. Transportation for CFTC business must be obtained by use 
of Metro, taxi, or personal vehicle (personal vehicle requires prior approval by FMB) 

• Newspapers and Publications - In DC, there will be no delivery of newspapers. 
Congressional Record, or Federal Register. Recipients of current subscriptions 
must pick up newspapers at main reception desk. 

• Mail Services 

o DC-Mail services continue, but the mailroom will no longer be staffed at all 
times. 
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o Regions- LO will receive/sort mail and newspapers. Each Division must 
send a representative to pick up mail, including packages delivered by 
messengers, UPS and express mail. 

• Main reception activities in Regions - The main reception desk will be staffed by 
LO (primary) and Division support staff (secondary). The 9 th Floor reception desk in 
Chicago will not be staffed. All incoming calls to the main CFTC line will be rerouted 
and answered by the DC LO Help Desk. No staffing after 12 noon in KC. 

• Moves - All movement of offices, furniture and boxes will be scheduled in advance 
and conducted on a monthly basis. 

• CFTC Badging - By appointment only. 

• Help Desk Operations in Regions- The local LO Help Desk will no longer be 
staffed. Calls and emails should be directed to the DC LO Help Desk. 

• Supply Room (KC and NY) - The supply store will be on a self-serve basis. 

• Copy Centers (NY and KC) will not be stocked with paper. Employees can pick up 
reams of paper as needed in the Supply Room in NY or Room 5409 in KC. 

Other Services: 

• Flu Shots/Health Units: Onsite flu shots are discontinued. Employees may obtain 
the shots free of charge from their physician or other locations. Offsite health units 
will no longer be available. 

Compensatory Time Reductions: In order to be able to effectively monitor salaries 
and expenses Commission-wide, effective October 1 , every effort should be made to 
reduce the use of compensatory time. All compensatory time must be approved in 
advance by the Executive Director. 

These cuts while difficult, are also prudent and will help minimize the potential hardships 
that a furlough can impose on many of our employees. We will continue to effectively 
manage our budget in a manner that allows us to effectively accomplish the important 
mission of the Commission, while providing our employees with the support they need. 

Feel free to contact me with any questions 

Tony 

Anthony C. Thompson 
Executive Director 

Office of the Executive Director, Commodity Futures Trading Commission 
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Subject: Work on holidays 

Date: Wednesday, July 03, 2013 1:58:08 PM 


Dear Colleagues: 

With Independence Day tomorrow, I would like to take this opportunity to encourage each of you to 
be cognizant of your office's approval of holiday premium pay, given the current budget limitations. 

As a reminder, all staff are entitled to holiday premium pay (double their normal hourly rate) for 
time they are required to work on a holiday. Generally, it should be requested and approved in 
advance which provides an excellent opportunity for you to evaluate whether the work is necessary 
or if it can wait until the next scheduled workday given the additional cost. Staff should not be 
authorized holiday premium pay because they have chosen to work on the holiday. 

I appreciate your assistance in ensuring that we carefully manage our resources in light of our 
budgetary constraints. If you have questions regarding the approval of holiday premium pay, please 
contact I auren Colon of the Human Resource Branch. 

Happy 4 th of July! 

Laurie Lindsay 

Chief dCuman CapitaC Officer 

U.S Commodity Futures Trading Commission 
Human Resources Branch 

It 55 21 st Street, NW | Washington DC 20581 | Tel: 202.418.5625 | Email: llindsay@cftc.gov 
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Reminder of Compensatory Time Provisions 


Date 

January 24, 2013 

From 

Human Resources 

To 

AH Employees 

Location 

Aii CFTC Locations 


The beginning of the new leave year is a good time to review the flexibilities provided by the 
CFTC Compensatory Time policy. Please take a few minutes to read the policy for details on 
these provisions. 


Page Contact(s) 



Updated: 3/28/2013 1:24 PM 


What is the purpose of the Compensatory Time policy? 

• The Compensatory Time Policy provides CFTC staff additional flexibility to address the mission 
-critical needs of the agency 

• Compensatory time represents a financial liability to the agency and strict guidelines govern 
its use 

• Generally, managers and employees should avoid the need for compensatory time by 
planning to ensure that work and travel occur only during regularly scheduled hours 


What provisions cover compensatory time? 

• Supervisors can order or approve irregular or occasional overtime work that supports critical 
business needs 

» 1, If you are exempt from the Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA), you receive compensatory 
time for overtime work; most CFTC employees are exempt 
- 2. If you are non-exempt from FLSA, you can choose to receive compensatory time instead 
of overtime pay 

« 3, You can find your FLSA designation in box 35 of your most recent SF-50, Notification of 
Personnel Action 

• Must be approved in advance using CFTC Form 139, except in unusual circumstances 

• You generally may earn no more than 16 hours of compensatory time for overtime work in 
any pay period 

• You need to earn compensatory time before you can use It 

• These provision do not apply to compensatory time for religious observances, which is 
addressed in the Absence and Leave policy 


What happens if I don't use the comp time I have earned? 

• Compensatory time for overtime work expires at the end of the 26th pay period after the pay 
period In which it was earned 

• If you are exempt from FLSA, you will not be paid for expired compensatory time 

• If you are non-exempt from FLSA, you will be paid for expired compensatory time 


What about compensatory time for travel? 

» You can request compensatory time for time spent in official travel status that is not otherwise 
compensated 

• Must be approved in advance using CFTC Form 139 

• You need to earn compensatory time for travel before you can use it 

« Expires at the end of the 26th pay period after the pay period in which it was earned 

• There are no provisions allowing for payment if not used 

« You can find more information about earning and using compensatory time for travel in the 

Questions and Answers appendix 



http://d'tcnet / Commission/About/Commiinications/Pages;Reminder-of-Conipensatory-Ti... 10/22/2013 
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February 27, 2013 


M- 13-05 


MEMORANDUM FOR THE HOADS Of l^HOUTIVE DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES 

/ 


FROM: 


SUBJECT: 



Danny Wcrfel 
Controller 


Agency Responsibilities for Implementation of Potential Joint Committee 
Sequestration 


Unless Congress acts to amend current law, the President is required to issue a 
sequestration order on March l, 2013, canceling $85 billion in budgetary resources across the 
Federal Government. Because these cuts must be achieved over the remaining seven months of 
the fiscal year, the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) estimates that the effective 
percentage reductions arc approximately 0 percent for nondefensc programs and 1 3 percent for 
defense programs. These reductions will result in significant and harmful impacts to national 
security and domestic priorities. 

The President has been clear that sequestration is bad policy that was never intended to 
be implemented, and the Administration remains hopeful that Congress will act to avoid it 
through an agreement on balanced deficit reduction. However, because legislation may not be 
enacted to avoid sequestration before the current deadline of March 1, 2013, executive 
departments and agencies (agencies) with sequestrable accounts have been engaged in planning 
activities to operate at the lower, post-sequestration finding levels should it be necessary. 

This guidance builds on prior communications with agencies about the implementation of 
sequestration, and addresses questions that have been raised as to certain categories of planning 
activities. 

Agency Planning Activities 

OMB Memorandum 13-03, Planning for Uncertainly with Respect to Fiscal Year 2013 
Budgetary Resources, directed agencies to begin planning activities to operate with reduced 
budgetary resources in the event that sequestration occurs. Agencies’ planning efforts must be 
guided by the principle of protecting the agency’s mission to serve the public to the greatest 
extent practicable. Planning efforts should be done with sufficient detail and clarity to determine 
the specific actions that will be taken to operate under the lower level of budgetary resources 


1 



202 


Appendix 001 


required by sequestration. For example, agencies should identity any major contracts that they 
plan to cancel, re-scope or delay as well as any grants that they plan to cancel, delay, or for 
which they plan to change the payment amount. Similarly, agencies should identify the number 
of employees who will be furloughed, the length of expected furloughs, the timing of when 
furlough notices will be issued, and the manner in which furloughs will be administered. In 
some cases, agencies may not be able to ascertain all of this information prior to March 1. 
However, agencies should continue to engage in intense and thorough planning activities to 
determine all specific actions that will be taken as soon as practicable. 

Communications 

To the extent permitted by law, agencies should inform their various partners and 
stakeholders in a timely and complete manner of the impact of sequestration so that third parties 
are able to adjust their operations and plans as appropriate. Accordingly, at this time, agencies 
should be actively and continuously communicating with affected stakeholders — including 
States, localities, tribal governments. Federal contractors. Federal grant recipients, and Federal 
employees — regarding elements of the agency’s planning that have a direct impact on these 
groups. These communications will vary greatly by agency and by stakeholder, but agencies 
should be as specific as possible in order to provide sufficient detail to be helpful to these 
stakeholders in understanding the implications of tire reduced budget authority resulting from 
sequestration. 

With regard to any planned personnel actions to reduce Federal civilian workforce costs, 
consistent with Section 3(a)(ii) of Executive Order 1 3522, agencies must allow employees' 
exclusive representatives to have pre-decisional involvement in these matters to the fullest extent 
practicable and permitted under the law. In particular, in instances where agencies are 
considering potential furloughs, agencies have a duty to notify their exclusive representatives 
and, upon request, bargain over any negotiable impact and implementation proposals the union 
may submit, unless the matter of furloughs is already covered by a collective bargaining 
agreement. Agencies should ensure that they are fully aware of and in compliance with any and 
all collective bargaining requirements, and should consult with their General Counsel or 
appropriate labor relations office for questions regarding these requirements and appropriate 
interaction with employees and unions on these matters. 

Acquisition 

Due to the Government’s large acquisition footprint, sequestration will inevitably affect 
agency contracting activities and require agencies to reduce contracting costs where appropriate. 
As with all actions taken as a result of sequestration, agencies should ensure that any contract 
actions are both cost-effective and minimize negalive impact on the agency’s mission to the 
extent practicable. 

Program, acquisition, financial/budgct management, information technology, and legal 
personnel should work together to make determinations regarding contracts in light of 
sequestration. As a general matter, agencies should only enter into new contracts or exercise 
options when they support high-priority initiatives or where failure to do so would expose the 
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government to significantly greater costs in the future. Agencies may also consider de-scoping or 
terminating for convenience contracts that are no longer affordable within the funds available for 
Fiscal Year 2013, should no other options exist to reduce contracting costs in these instances. 
Should such steps be necessary, agencies must evaluate the associated costs and benefits of such 
actions, and appropriately inform and negotiate with contractors. Finally, agencies should take 
all appropriate steps to minimize- to the extent practicable the impact on small businesses of 
reduced contracting activities. 

Financial Assistance 

Given the widespread use of grants, loans and other Federal financial assistance to non- 
tcderal entities (e.g., State, local and tribal governments, non-profit organizations, and 
companies), sequestration will impact the funding of these activities. 

As a general matter, agencies should ensure that any new financial assistance obligations 
or funding increases under existing agreements are consistent with the need to protect the 
agency’s mission at the post-sequestration level. In light of sequestration, agencies may also 
consider delaying awarding of new financial assistance obligations, reducing levels of continued 
funding, and renegotiating or reducing the current scope of assistance. Agencies may be forced 
to reduce the level of assistance provided through formula funds or block grants. Should any 
such steps be necessary, agencies should evaluate the associated costs and benefits of such 
actions and appropriately engage and inform recipient(s) as early as possible. 

Increased Scrutiny of Certain Activities 

In determining the appropriate manner to achieve funding reductions, agency heads must 
also ensure that their agencies have risk management strategies and internal controls in place that 
provide heightened scrutiny of certain types of activities funded from sequestered accounts. To 
the extent these accounts remain at the post-sequestration funding level, increased scrutiny 
should apply to: 

• hiring new personnel; 1 

• issuing discretionary monetary awards to employees, which should occur only if legally 
required until further notice; and 

• incurring obligations for new training, conferences, and travel (including agency-paid 
travel for non-agency personnel). 

In light of the reduced budgetary resources available due to sequestration, expending 
funds on these activities at this time would in many circumstances not be the most effective way 
to protect agency mission to the extent practicable. Therefore, agency leadership should review 
processes and controls around these activities, and ensure that these activities are conducted only 


! Agencies must also ensure that appropriate controls are in place to prevent the increased use of contractors 
to perform work due to any restrictions on hiring. Agencies should bear in mind the statutory restrictions 
contained in 10 U.S.C. 2461 and 41 U.S.C. 1710 on the conversion of functions from performance by Federal 
employees to performance by contractors. 
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to the extent they are the most cost-effective way to maintain critical agency mission operations 
under sequestration. 

Please contact your OMB Resource Management Office (RMO) if you have any 
questions about or need assistance with this guidance. 
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From: 

To: 

Subject: 

Date: 

Attachments: 


Carney, Mark 
■« Ail CFTC - FTP: 

OED COMMUNICATION on Guidance for Operating Under Continuing Resolution in FY2013 
Tuesday, October 02, 2012 7:53:04 AM 

imaceOG i. jpg 


OED COMMUNICATION 

SUBJECT: Guidance for Operating Under Continuing Resolution in FY2013 
Funding through March 27, 2013 

CFTC, like most federal agencies, will begin FY2013 funded through a Continuing Resolution (CR) 
rather than an annual appropriation. 

When is the CR effective? 

The CR is effective October 1, 2012 and provides for funding through March 27, 2013. 


Who does this affect? 

The CR affects directly or indirectly all CFTC staff. This memo provides guidance on measures CFTC 
employees must take to ensure compliance with the CR and to increase the likelihood that CFTC's 
critical daily operations will continue until Congress passes a FY2013 appropriation. 

Funding Controls 

Restricted funding requires that CFTC management take immediate action to ensure the cost of 
operations remains within funding allowances. Throughout the CR period, FMB will monitor closely 
the rate of obligations and provide further guidance on additional restrictions as appropriate. 
Managers and employees, please be prudent and defer unnecessary or non-critical requests, so that 
CFTC may concentrate spending on mission essential activities. 

Funding Level 

The amount of funds CFTC may legally obligate during the CR period cannot exceed 48. 77% (the 
percentage of the year covered by the CR) of the CR appropriation of $206,550,399 (the FY 2012 
appropriation of $2.05,294,000 plus a 0.612% increase). 

This funding wiil be split between Salaries & Expenses and Information Technology accounts as it 
was last year. Although this is a small increase over last fiscal year, CFTC is presented with an 
immediate challenge because employment levels and salaries increased over the past year and 
other expenses, related to leases and day-to-day operations, have increased due to previously 
executed contractual agreements or inflation. 

Immediate Restrictions under the CR 

General: CR funding only provides for the continuation of ongoing operations. No new program, 
projects, or activities may be started under the CR. 

Hiring: Effective immediately and until otherwise notified, the Commission will restrict any further 
hiring. All written offers of employment made by the Human Resources Branch as of September 28, 
2012 wil! be honored. Hiring may be permitted for critical need positions or to fill behind attrition 
on an exception basis as authorized by the Chairman to ensure that the Commission has sufficient 
financial resources. 

Bankcard Purchases: Bankcard purchases should be suspended unless the expense is directly 
related to mission essential work (e.g. expenses incurred during investigation, filing, or litigation of 
an enforcement case). 

Travel: Non-discretionary travel may continue and is defined as follows: 
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A. Directed by the Chairman. 

B. Essential to performing the duties of a Commissioner. 

C. Essential to performing the duties at the CT-18 level. 

D. Travel that is directly related to an ongoing enforcement investigation or the litigation of an 
enforcement matter. 

E. Essential to International Coordination activities that result in a tangible deliverable, such as 
a Memorandum of Understanding or the issuance of report. When travel is required, 
wherever possible, only one participant should attend. 

F. A mandatory examination or review that cannot be postponed. 

6. Essential training requiring travel. 

Staff travel that is primarily for sharing information and relationship building is not considered 
essential. 

Discretionary travel must be postponed. If a discretionary travel order has been prepared, the 
travel order should be cancelled. Travel related to training already funded from FY2012 may be 
considered non-discretionary. Training attended in FY2013 but funded from FY2012, is permitted; 
however, training attended in FY2013 and funded from FY 2013 should be limited to mission-critical 
program work. Division and Office Directors, please review all travel and training requests to 
determine criticality on a case-by-case basis. 

Further Information 

FMB will continue to inform you of progress made in the passage of a CFTC FY2013 appropriation 
bill. 

Questions? 

Contact your Division/Office Business Manager or Andrew Pugh. Acting Budget Officer, at (202) 
418 - 5934 . 

Mark Carney 

Cfrcf Fill ii rial Officer 

Financial Management, U.S. Commodity Futures Trading Commission 

'! 155 21 st Street, NW | Washington DC 20581 | Tel; 202,418,5477 | Fax: 202.418.5414 

a 
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From: Gensler. Gary 

To: All CFTC fFTEl 

Subject; CFTC Furloughs 

Date: Thursday, October 24, 2013 8:02:42 AM 


Dear Colleagues: 

I am very sorry to inform you that the CFTC's budget situation makes it necessary to implement 
administrative furloughs of up to 14 days in FY 2014, which includes three days before January 15. 
As we discussed in the town hail, this CFTC furlough results from continued funding challenges, 
sequestration and a required minimum level Congress set for the CFTC's outside technology 
spending. 

This is the budget reality we face. I understand this is extremely tough news for your families and 
you. I want to thank each and every one of you for your dedication to this agency and your hard 
work, which is of great benefit to the American public. 

The CFTC avoided furloughs in FY 2013 by a) using carryover funds from FY 2012, b) implementing 
substantial cost savings, and c) transferring $10 million from the otherwise "ring fenced" technology 
spending requirement. For FY 2014, though, we come into the year with minimal carryover funds. 
Further, we already have scraped our budget for savings. Our staff has shrunk by about 5 percent. 
Travel, discretionary spending and outside non-technology contractors have been cut to a bare 
minimum. As a result, we are now faced with administrative furloughs. 

Tony Thompson, Laurie Lindsay and your supervisors will provide you with the details of how the 
administrative furloughs will work very shortly. Please contact them with any questions you may 
have. They will continue to work closely with all employees and provide you with up-to-date 
communication. 

Once again, I truly appreciate the patience, resilience and incredible accomplishments of all of the 
staff at the CFTC. 

Working with Congress and the Office of Management and Budget, we will continue to do 
everything we can to minimize the number of furlough days in FY 2014. 


Gary 
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U.S. COMMODITY FUTURES TRADING COMMISSION 

Three Lafayette Centre 
1155 21st Street, NW, Washington, DC 20581 
Telephone: (202)418-5110 
Facsimile: (202)418-5522 
www.cftc.gov 

February 21. 2014 


The Commission 

A. Roy Lavik 
Inspector General 

Review of the Commodity Futures Trading Commission’s Response to 
Allegations Pertaining to the Office of the Chief Economist 

In January 2013, the Chairman requested our review of issues arising within the research 
program in the Office of the Chief Economist (OCE). We opened a preliminary investigation 
and did not find evidence of illegal disclosures of conlidential information by OCE employees in 
economic research papers or otherwise. However, concerned that OCE research and publication 
had ground to a halt, we determined to convert the preliminary investigation to a review of 
research and publication processes in the OCE. In December 2013 we provided a discussion 
draft of our report to the full Commission. The draft report concluded that delays in the 
publication of economic research reports were unacceptable, identified potential legal 
deficiencies in the Agency's current publication processes, and recommended that the Agency's 
processes in this regard be both legal and prompt. We hoped to stimulate corrective action. 

We thank CFTC management for its February 2014 response to our discussion draft; 
however, much of the response is devoted to legal arguments rather than corrective action. We 
stand by our original legal analysis, but an extended exegesis on the law seems pointless here. 

The discussion draft made clear that "we do not seek to reduce this matter to a mere legal issue." 
The problem, succinctly, is that the Agency as of February 20, 2014, has cleared for publication 
only seven of 24 pending OCE economic research papers over the past 14 months, with four of 
the seven cleared for publication yesterday. We are pleased with yesterday's progress, but 
fourteen months does not seem prompt. 

The principle point is that an economic regulatory agency is potentially blocking itself off 
from the future input of highly qualified academics to assist the agency in its tasks. Published 
research is the coin of the realm in academia. Impediments to such research will likely decrease 
future useful expertise. That is our focus - rather than contesting different interpretations of, for 
instance, section 18 of the Commodity Exchange Act. 

Time is the issue here. We care not how that time was divided internally: the 
Commission is the relevant unit. And it is the Commission that will bear the potential onus of 
obtaining any less input of relevant expertise going forward. 

Our report is attached. I appreciate your continuing support of this Office. 
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Executive Summary 

In December 20,12, Ihe Chicago Mercantile Exchange (“CME**) 1 alleged that certain 
publications by CFTC economists revealed information m violation of Section 8{a){ t r of the 
Commodity Exchange Act (the Act)/ CME further questioned why the CFTC was permitting 
outside economists to access CFTC data, why the CFTC was permitting the publication of 
academic articles using that data, and finally, the administrative process by which the CFTC was 
employing these outside economists. 

The Office of General Counsel (OGC) at t he request of Chairman Gender began an 
administrati ve review of the Office of the Chief Economist (OCE). Re sponsibility fo r the 
administrative review was assigned to the Deputy General Counsel forp^'W^C) | xhe 
administrative review revealed that there had been poor record-keeping with regard to the so- 
called “on-hoarding'* process for OCE economists/ The deficiencies included inadequate 
documentation of security clearances, issues regarding nondisclosure agreements, and non- 
submission of employment data to the National Finance Center, as well as incomplete personnel 
forms, one contract lacking the contractor’s signature, and other administrative errors. There 
were no indications of fraud by OCE economists, or that OCE econo mists were not actually 
appointed by the Chief Economist, just a number of udmiaistratlve errors pertaining to the 
Agency’s so-called on-boarding processes. The review also uncovered information security 
concerns. Specifically, personally owned external hard drives and thumb drives were found in 
close vicinity to the computers that served the OCE economists. In addition, badges for former 
CFTC OCE economists were located in the Chief Economist's desk. 

On December 7. 2012. the assigned Deputy General Counsel, in consultation with the 
Chairman's Office, instructed the Chief Economist to direct the OCE: economists “to 
immediately cease sharing, publishing, distributing, or otherwise making available any papers or 


CME Group. Inc,, is the holding company for five exchanges, CME. the Board of Trade of tin' City of Chicago. 
Inc., the New York Mercantile Exchange, the Commodity Exchange, lnc. f and the Hoard of Trade of Kansas City, 
Missouri, Inc. The future of CFTC: Perspwxito&t on. Customer Protections* ! 1 3* Cong,, 1 S ess., Testimony of 
Teixaaue A. Duffy. Executive Chairman & President. CME Group, Inc., before the Subcommittee on General Farm 
CommcKlities and Risk Management of the House Committee on Agriculture (October 7, 2013) (available at; 
http://a^k»jtee,house uov/sites/repnblicans.acricititnie house .govrlllcs/Ddf/hearinttVDurTv 1 3 1 00.1 pdf ). For a 
detailed description and history, set- CME Group 2012 Annual Report, pages 2-3 ( available at: 
http.:»Vw.WM i .cnYiKgiH.UJp,c^nt/inmsl«jr-rektioas/anmt4bi'evdew/2012/dt>wnloa«J»/crne<artip-20{2-tfflmt4?” r etH>rt.pdft . 
AH internet addresses cited in (his report were last visited on February 20, 2014. 

" Section &<ak t ) prohibits the Commission from ’publishlingl data and mfoimadon that would separately disclose 
t he business teanwietioiw Of market positions of any person and trade secrets or names of customers." 7 CISC 

3 letter from Mark Young and JerroU Sakaian on behalf of CME to Dan Berkovitz, dated December 14, 201 2, is 

-attadhad hpTt» , , 

(b)(5), (b)(7)(C) 

GCE economics include full-time employees (F FEs), consu Hants, uih! coniraelors. 
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other products generated with Commission data to any non -Commission individuals or parties,' 0 
On December 1 1 , 2012, the Chief Operating Of ficer notified our Office of the CME complaint 
and ongoing administrative review. On December 1 2. 2012, CFTC staff terminated access So 
OCF.net, and terminated access to all agency systems and databases for all OCE economists 
except for full-time employee economists in OCE, 

On January 24, 2013. the Chairman wrote to our Office in detail, described CME’s 
concerns and OGC’s review, and stated that the review thus far indicated ‘There are issues 
regarding the use of non -public data by OCE and visiting academics/** The Chairman also 
stated that ‘There appear to be issues regarding the manner in which academic consultants and 
contractors were brought into the agency, their status with respect to the agency, their access to 
CFTC systems and information, and the adequacy of related documentation/* The Chairman 
stated, “I have directed the CFTC staff to suspend the external publication of research conducted 
or supported by OCE.” The Chairman also stated that he directed CFTC staff “to terminate 
access to non-public data by OCE personnel other than CFTC full-time employees within OCE.” 

The Chairman stated that ‘'all of these issues warrant your review/' We agreed, and opened a 
preliminary investigation. 1 

In February 2013, Agency management issued stop work notices to 13 research 
economists working on contract and placed an additional eight research economists working as 
consultants on hold* For a year, OCE did not bring on new economists. ' OCE did not even 
employ unpaid consultants and unpaid interns. We estimate the total number of OCE economists 
between December 7. 2012, and January 2014, decreased from 39 to 1 i. 1 " 

In addition, in February 2013 the Office of the Chairman in consultation with QGC 
formed a technical committee of economists, statisticians, and others to review 24 OCE research 


' See the C hairman's Lette r to the Inspector General, January 24. 20 i 3, attached as Appendix 2; December 2, 2012 
email lTim|C)^) ( b )C)iC) J. attached as Appendix 3 

6 See Appendix 2. 

' Later in the Spring, with no revelations of violations of Section 8 or other statutes or regulations by OCE 
economists, we converted our preliminary investigation to a review of review of research and publication practices 
in the Office of the Chief Economist. On April 4. 20 1 3, CFTC publicly revealed that it "had not confirmed specific 
incidents of improper or unaotiioruwd data disclosure, but review is ongoing.” Lynch. S. “CME Group Sparked 
Shutdown of CFTC's Academic Research Program.’' Reuters April 2. 2013 (available at: 
ttfip:/Avww.fe\iiers.cc»tiVarticle/2UI3(U4.( , 24/cftc-crne-fe.search-idC r SL2N0T.>9in20r30424 ) . 

In addition, the Agency determined not to appoint three additional research economists in die appointment process 
at the time. 

9 On December .5, 201 the CFTC posted four job positions in the Office of Chief Economist on wwv v .usajobs.gu v. 
We view this as a positive development. On December 16, 2013. the CFTC announced the replacement of the 
current Acting Chief Economist with, the appointment of Suyee St'iiuvasan as Acting Chief Economist. 
(htte ^ww>v.,c|tc,gov/Pres>R«xM);i/PtessRt;jea>esA!!'67V4T3 «, In our experience, it is unusual for a Chairman to 
reorganize a CFTC operating unit or division within days of his departure. 

Between December 7, 2012, and January 2014, we estimate the number of full time staff m OCE decreased, from 
1 3 to nine, the. number of OCE consultants decreased from Hi to two, and OCE contractors dropped from 1.6 to zero 
Our estimates are based chi information received from Agency staff. 
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papers for information protected under Section 8. and for other confidential or sensitive 
information. A simple search conducted by our Office revealed that 1 8 of the 24 papers were 
available online, apparently prior to December 20 1 2, and remain online today. 1 1 There is no 
indication that the Agency sought to remove any OCE research papers front the internet 
However, the December 2012 instruction from the assigned Deputy General Counsel dearly 
prohibited all further publication and presentation absent prior permission. 1 ' 

In any event, the Office of the Chairman (without a full Commission vote) installed OGC 
with authority to make the final determination regarding whether OCE research papers could be 
published (following Committee review and clearance), and this assignment fell to the assigned 
Deputy General Counsel, Since December 2012. the Committee has cleared ten papers for 
publication. OGC cleared three papers for publication in October 2013. and four additional 
papers in February 2014 (as of February 20). 

Section 18 of the Commodity Exchange Act requires the CFTC to "establish and 
maintain'’ a “research and information program” that disseminates “educational and other 
informational materials” to market users and the public. 1,1 Since 197b. OCE economists have 
implemented the requirements of Section 1 8(a) by conducting scholarly research on topics 
authorized by the Chief Economist, and publishing that research in academic journals. And 
throughout all that time, the research has included access to confidential information, including 
trade and other information protected under Section 8 of the Act. We believe shutting down the 
OCE research program in December 2012 and permitting the shutdown to endure for over 14 
months has risked violating section 1 8 of the Act, especially in the absence of any significant 
movement toward restarting the program. 

Section 8 prohibits the Commission from "pub!ish|mg! data and information that would 
separately disclose the business transactions or market positions of any person and trade secrets 
or names of customers.” 1 We find no indication in the law that the Commission's practice of 
permitting OCE economists to use Section 8 data to conduct independent economic research on 
topics approved by the Chief Economist violates Section X We find no indication in the law that 
the use of Section 8 data in the preparation of academic articles - so long as the articles do not 
contain information protected under Section 8 - violates Section 8. 


1 fn addition to the .M papers, the Agency identified three additional economic research papers that they set aside 
for titter review; alt three tire available online. We also located online five additional economic research papers 
published by Ct-TC economists during the past three years that were not pending before the Committee. Two of 
these papers had been reviewed by OGC prior to December 2012. 

u In response to our discussion draft, die management response stares that one paper was removed front the Internet 
prior to receipt of the complaint from CME. See Appendix 6, page 57 This removal was sought after concerns 
were raised regarding the possible use of information prelected under section 8, even though Agency management 
determined That information protected under section 8 was not disclosed in the economic research paper, hi 

h See Appendix k 

’ 7 use 22(a), Section IS also requires the Commission to “include in ip, annual reports to Congress plans and 
findings with respect to implementing ihK section.” 7 USC 22(b). 

Set- fn. 2 


IV 
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We agree with the initial findings of the OGC review that the administrative employment 
records for OCE economists contained administrative errors; however, we find no indication in 
the law that errors in administrative paperwork standing alone, in the absence of any statutory or 
other material impediment, to an appointment, alters the status of otherwise properly appointed 
employees, consultants, nr contractors. The authority of the Chief Economist to permit OCE 
economists to conduct economic research using information protected under Section 8 of the Act 
is not altered by such administrative error.'* 

We also agree with the- initial findings of OGC's review that information security issues, 
both physical and technological, arc present and need to lx- addressed; however, these same 
issues are present Agency-wide, and need to he recognized and addressed as such. 

In December 2012, the Agency imposed a prior restraint on publication by all OCE 
economists. While it appears a public employer may. consistent with the First Amendment. 1, 
institute a prior restraint on publication by public employees writing as private citizens if certain 
requirements are met. we find no precedent to .support the process the Agency has adopted here. 
The length of time Agency management has taken to review and approve economic research 
papers is not acceptable. While we are sensitive to the complexities of the issues faced in 
connection with any valid pre publication review of economic research hy Agency employees, 
and we agree that the Agency has an interest in protecting information protected under Section 8 
from unauthorized disclosure, we emphasize that Agency management did not determine during 
their initial review, and has still not determined over 14 months later, that any research proposed 
or published by an OCE economist has contained information protected from disclosure under 
Section K. 

Throughout our field work on this matter, we have repeatedly encouraged Agency 
management to begin permitting the publication of OCE economic research papers and to re-start 
the economic research program. In October 201 3. some 1 0 months after the initial December 
2012 shutdown, the Office of General Counsel approved three papers for publication. On 
December 18, 2013, we issued a discussion draft to the Agency in order to prompt corrective 
action. Agency management responded on February 12. 2014 (the management response). 1 * In 
February 2014, four more papers were cleared for publication (as of February 20. 2014). 

We recommend that the Agency restart tire OCE research program, including OCEnet. as 
soon as feasible. We recommend that administrative deficiencies in record-keeping and security 


1,1 We find u interesting dial though rhe procedural lapses largely recurred in other administrative units. OCB bore 
the brunt of penalty for these error;;. 

1 “Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion, or prohibiting the lice exercise thereof: or 
abridging the freedom ot speech or of the press: or die right of the people peaceably to assemble, and to petition the 
gm ernmeitt tor a .redress of grievances." U.S. Const, amend, t. 

f The management response is attached as Appendix 0 The management response, and other comments received in 
response to our discussion draft, prompted clarifying change* and corrections of minor facts, however, our 
conclusions and recommendations are not altered. 


V 
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clearances in OCE be resolved in like fashion as currently resolved for other CFTC employees 
We believe information and physical security issues are not unique to OCE, and should be 
addressed agency-wide. We. recommend lhat the Commission assure the legality of any prior 
review process for OCE research papers and presentations, and that any prior review undertaken 
by (he Agency be prompt. 

Finally, we stress the importance of economic research at CFTC, an economic regulatory 
agency. For over 35 years OCE has attracted some of the highest qualified economists in the 
country among both its full-time staff and its limited term appointments. In order to continue to 
attract outstanding scholar... the Commission must support the goals of economic research 
coupled with academic integrity, anti must make any pre-clearance process (whether voluntary or 
mandatory) a priority in terms of both legality and speed. 


vi 
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Introduction 

CME Issues an Oral Complaint; OGC Indefinitely Halts all Publication by CFTC 
Economists after a Two-Day Review 


On or about Wednesday, December 5 , 2012, two attorneys representing CME spoke with 
theu-CFTC General Cou nsel Dan Beikovitz t o express concerns about a recent publication by 
former CFTC economist! 13 ® 1 15 CME explained that it had receiverl questions 

from several market parthripSElt dud that the concern was that this paper revealed trade 
information in viola tion of Section 8 of the Commodity Exchange Act. CME questioned Mr. 
Beitowitz regardingp l! ^® 1<7|(c) fs status at CFTC, bow he received access to the material, and 
regarding what carttrms were placed on the use of CFTC data. 


Afte r betas briefed on CMH's con cerns, the Chairman directed the Deputy General 


Counsel for 131131 '(“ICltc) , M m revtew the situation in OCE. OGC set out to 

examine the activities aturt s employees, contractors, and consultants. OCE economists can 
be employed as regular employees {full or part-time), consultants, or contractors, and OGC 
learned that Andre Kirilenko, the former Chief Economist, did not. know the particular 
employment stains of all the economists, including some he had hired. Employ ees in the Offi ce 
Executive Director COED) initially were not able to inform OGC whetherpWl M W ~| 


I was a contractor or a consultant; however, he did have a CFTC eras 

network access. Employees within CEP also did not immediately know i: 
had a CFTC building badge. 


){6Hb)(7!(C) 


and 


By December 7, 2012. the assigned OGC deputy w as unable to obtain detailed 
information on staffing in OCE. 11 At close of business on December 7, 201 2. the OGC Deputy, 
in consultation with the Chairman’s Office, “directed the Chief Economist to insure that all OCE 
employees, consultants, and contractors cease sharing, publishing, distributing, or otherwise 
making available any papers or other products generated with Commission data to any uon- 
Cotnmission individual or parties ” i2 

On December 10, 2012, the General Counsel notified (he Commissioners by email of 
CME’s phone call of December 5 and the decision to suspend OCE publications. The email did 
not describe the Chairman's involvement. The Chief Operating Officer forwarded the General 
Counsel's email to this Office the same day. Meanwhile. OGC’s review continued. 




(b)(6), (b)(7)(C) 


"1 js a graduate otlfhWfi) {hlt7iiCT 


(b)(6), (b)(7)(C) 


lfbM6UbW7VC) 


(b)(6), (b)(7)(C) 


The Deputy foj (b)(6), paled with the Commission <nj 


(b)(6).(b)(7) 


* 


/l Flaws m adminmmUve fot OCE euffloomfe wste eventually revealed. 
“ Ste Appendix 3, 


1 
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Further OGC Review Reveals Information Security Concerns and Prompts Further OCE 
Restrictions 

On or about December 10. 201 2, an OGC attorney consulted with the Chief Economist 
regarding trade data used by OCE economists. She learned that OCE used a dedicated server to 
store trade data to facilitate its work. The Chief Economist could not tell her what was on the 
server, nor could he tell her who had access to the server. The server was physically accessible 
by anyone with access to the OCE offices, which means any CFTC employee or authorized guest 
with a temporary pass card. The server could be used only with a valid CFTC username and 
password. 

The OGC attorney learned that information could be removed from the server through 
any thumb drive or external hard drive. Thumb drives and an external hard drive that may not 
have been CFTC-purchused or approved were found near the server. ~ The OGC attorney 
removed the thumb drives and external drive, and gave them to CFTC information technology 
personnel with expertise in forensic analysis. The forensics team (usually assigned 
Enforcement-related forensics examinations) was tasked with examining the OCE server. 

The Chief Operating Officer briefed the Chairman on these new information security 
issues, and the Chairman informed that, “[o]n December 12. 2012, the CFTC terminated access 
to the agency systems turd databases, including OCEnet. of all individuals in (he OCE research 
program other than full-time agency employees within OCE."' 4 

Separately, OGC learned that OCE economists may have blocked (or attempted to block) 
system administrator access to the OCEnet by ODT computer specialists assigned to the system ; 
this assertion was disputed. We focused on this allegation during our fieldwork. All 
interviewees with knowledge agreed that ODT did experience a delay in accessing OCENet 
when their usual method of access did not work. We are not sure whether the usual method of 
access was altered by OCE and, if so, whether it was done tor the purpose of somehow wresting 
control of OCEnet from ODT. What we learned from staff was that there were alternative 
methods of access to OCEnet. and staff in ODT was well aware of these methods because they 
had set up OCEnet. ODT was able to access OCEnet after a relatively brief delay, and in any 
event they were able to access OCEnet on the same day they first attempted access. 


' ODT persomiel informed us dial equipment used tor OCEnet was not always docnmenled, including externa! hard 
drives, 

'■* Sec Appendix 2. 
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CME documented its concerns in a letter dated December 14, 2012 (CME letter)/' The 
letter stated that CME became concerned when it reviewed an article “co-authored by Andrei 
Kirilenko.*' 3 '' CME did not identify the title of this article. The letter also addressed a second 
article co-authored by Kirilenko concerning the “Flash Crash ^i nnhiished in 2010. Finally the 


CME expressed concern regarding a third article, authored bw(b)(6), (b)(7) 


subject of high-frequency trading 


lid- 


on the 


CME asserted that “the use of Section 8 data - including trade secrets - for the 
preparation of non-Commission sponsored publications violates Section g.**'” CME alleged that 
"the Commission's Chief Economist has both used Section 8 data and provided access to Section 
8 data to non-CFTC economists and their assistants for purposes of publishing academic 
research," and again asserted that such access would violate Section S " 1 ’ CME included a list of 
seven issues it believed to be raised by this conduct: 

1 . Has the Commission authorized its Chief Economist to use Section 8 data for 
purposes of his academic research? Is the choice of research topic reviewed in 
advance by any officer of the Commission? If so, which officer? Are the 
Commissioners given any advance notice that the research is being conducted? Are 
the Commissioners required to give formal approval before the research is published? 

2. If the Commission has authorized its Chief Economist to use Section 8 data for 
purposes of his academic research, what is the statutory or other legal basts for that 
authorization? 

3. What system of supervision is in plate to review any such research before 
publication, and what was done in the casts referenced above? Who approved the 
publication of Dr, Kirilenko’s research? Who approved the selection of individuals 
to whom the data was provided? In what form was the data prov ided? What 
specific data elements were provided? What safeguards were employed to protect 
the data that was exposed to non-Commission employees? Did Dr. Kirilenko or 
anyone else at the CFTC utilize data aliasing mechanisms to protect identifying data 

elements? What data is allowed to leave CFTC premises? If so, what was done to 
protect that data after it leaves the premises? Is the data provided to third parties 


See Appendix I . 


^ Andrei Kirilenko served as Chief Economist from December 2010 until December 2012: he whs an economist 
with OCR from May 2008 to December 2010. He received his PhD in Economics from the University of 
Pennsylvania, where he specialized in Finance. Currently be serves as Professor of the Practice of Finance at the 
VlfT Sion:; Center for Finance and Policy. 


' Available here: 


■' CME Letter (Appendix 1 ), 


(b)(6), (b)(7)(C) 


-'id. 


3 
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reviewing the research as part of a peer review process? What processes are in 
place to provide assurance tli3t all data provided to third parties is returned to tlie 
CFTC and is not used by third parties for any reason not authorized by the CFTC? 

4. Absent specific Commission authorization, does die Chief Economist have 
authority to use Section 8 data for pmposes of his academic research? 

5. Ha3 the Commission or the Chief Economist authorized nan-Cominission 
employees, including “academies” or their assistants, to have access to Section S 
data for any purpose? 

6 If so. for what propose, subject to what limitations and protections and under wliat 
legal authority? 


7 . If the Commission or its Chief Economist provides Section S Aha to non - 

Commission employee “academics,” how docs the Commission select which non- 
Commission employee “academics” to favor with Section 8 data fra their private 
research? 


Continuing Responsive Action by OGC 


OGC drafted a new and move strongly wended iiou-disclosiire agreement, and obtained 
non-disclosure agreements irovn most OCE employees, consultants, and contractors, including 
those employees far whom an NDA was already oil file. 30 Multiple flaws in i ybn i n i t franco 



iLkceping for OCE economists were eventually revealed With regard tc (b)(6), (b) 


staff in OED concluded that be was properly appointed but his SF52 vtS^nWipitied 


ry m all regards. 51 Tor one OCE consultant, there was no record of on-boaidmg 
documentation other than the required clearance documentation. 


On January 24, 2013. Chairman Gender formally requested assistance fiom our Office. ' 
The Chaimuut stated that a review of tire OCE research program indicated “there are issues 
regarding the use of non-puWic data by OCE and visiting academics.” The Chairman stated: 


Additionally, there appear to be issues regarding the manner m which 
academic consultants and contractors were brought into the agency, theu status 
with suspect to tile agency, their access to CFTC systems and information, and the 
adequacy of related documentation. 


0 We received no indication that the language at the existing NDAs was deficient 
i-itn-Beceinfier 17, 2012, a CFTC security officer completed a repeat security clearance rep 


, ,tJ(b)(6),( b)| 

I fU. \/f?\ I"" 


(b) no iatfuea or corteeftts A» initial security clearance hn<J been completed prior fa (b)(6), 

'tgi i c ^r v FTC, also with no concent or m\m isotad. l/u\/*7\ jlq. 


Ttus Cllitiniiia's tetter k atUrcbed as Appendix 2, 
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The Chairman stated that he bad “directed the CFTC staff to suspend the external 
publication of research conducted or supported by OCE ” and terminated “access to uon-ptvbiie 
data by OCE. personnel other than CFTC ftill-fime employees within OCE " The Chairman 
stated that CFTC’s “review of the matter is ongoing.” that it included review of “the human 
resources, procurement, logistics, data, and legal issues raised by the OCE research program." 
and dial the Agency “will take any farther steps that we deem appropriate.” The Chai rman 
stated that he believed that “all of these issues warrant your review." On or about Ttuimry 30, 
2013, the Chairman publicized his referral to our office, and briefed the press, Congress, and the 
staff of OCE. OED reported that in February 2013, if issued stop work orders for 13 OCE 
economists working on eoniracr. and placed on hold eight OCE consultants.’’ 


(b )(6),(b) 

linslmded CFTC OIG that: 1} someone 
omteiirtfmg paperwork with administrative errors) 


The Deputy General Counsel foij 
with incomplete on-boarding paperwoik 
is trot property appointed; 2) anyone not properly appointed may not access CFTC data protected 
under Section it; and 3) anyone not properly appointed may not publish or present economic 
research produced dining a period of improper documentation. These considerations apparently 
played a role in the decrease in OCE contractors and consultants, as well as the continued 
shutdown of OCE research, and cessation of publication and presentation by OCE economists. 
Data security concerns also played a role, if not with regard to publication, at least with regard to 
the shutdown of OCEnet 


The nutialreview by OGC revealed that tire paper b} (b)(6), (b)(7)(C) 
rrei.mied.liri the Chief Economist and by a staff attorney in the Office of Genet 


(b)(6), (b) 

' There were coyy, 


ad bee: 
ounseil 


(b)( 


research pope 


The initial review by OGC did not reveal that, for the past several years, whenever 
Appropriate aggregation w of trade data in a proposed economic 


(b)(6), (b) 

Overnig ht (bll fflHft&'nairw 

(b )(6 |p f, f R ' r was reviewed byj(b)(6),(t0 
Tffi 

all concluded 
protected under Sectlr 


would refer the matter f 


*t in the 


Market 


. .(b)(6), (b) |and|(b)(6) , ( b ) [collectively had 

^ l i owbift i i ri t rmg Chief Economist 

ncluded that th l D A a M D /v a'-V paper presented no instances of misuse of lufonnation 


Nevertheless, in February 2013, the Office of the Chairman in consultation with OGC 
formed a technical c ommittee of economis ts, statisticians, and others to review 24 OCE research 
papers (including thej(b)(6), (b)(7)(C) )>apeii for informal ion protected tinder Section 8, and 
for other confidential or sensitive mtormntiorn Eighteen of the 24 papers were already readily 
available online, and other economic research papers were available online but not included on 


3 See fir. 10 and accompanying few 

4 AnwrepalKtn is used to mask tire- inditidua} identity of firms or individuals. 

’•'iL m \r e ‘ \ ' Vu \ ‘ r 7 Tf iaa ^ Kli * a! e * ar *® i ^ lhe!r “u'ial IBV * W “did not reveal Urn 

(b)(6), (b)(7) paper, or any other paper," See Appendix C pages 57-51 


(b)(6), ( M 


.1 inforeoed that da 

on ihree occasions prior to review by Agony staff ta fiwr CSuk.aiki wwuw'SVri? See Appendix f>, papt 51 and 

&.271 


(b)(7)( taper was pre-edited or published 
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the list of 24. ' ' The Office of the Chairman installed the Office of General Counsel with 
authority to make the final determination regarding whether OCE research naaaeaxpuid be 
published, and this assignment fell to the Deputy General Counsel fo (b)(6), (b) in June 
2013. the Committee cleared three papers for publication, and cleared ®'U®UHJnin«veo after 
that. In October 2013. the OGC approved three papers for publication. OGC cleared four 
additional papers for publication in February 2014 (as of February 20). 


Scope and Methodology 

Due to staffing limitations and competing priorities. Fieldwork for our review began in 
March 2013. Our objective was to address the following concerns raised by the Chairman in his 
January 2013 letter, to wit: “issues regarding the use of non-public daia by the OCE and visiting 
academics,” and “issues regarding the manner in which academic consultants and contractors 
were brought into the agency, their status with respect to the agency, their access to CFTC 
systems and information, and the adequacy of related documentation.” 

In order to complete our review, we interviewed over 30 individuals in the Office of the 
Chief Economist, the Office of General Counsel, the Office of Data Technology, the Office of 
Security and Emergency Management (within the Office of Logistics and Operations), and 
within the Office of the Executive Director, employees in the Office of Human Resources and 
the Procurement sub-office within the Office of Financial Management. Some witnesses were 
interviewed on multiple occasions. We reviewed available hiring documents for OCE 
economists for the past three years, and reviewed relevant economic research papers prepared by 
them. We researched pertinent legal principals and the history of the Office of Chief Economist. 


Background 

History of Economic Research by CFTC: Section IS of the Commodity Exchange Act 

Last year the CEA held t wo hearings on the subject of Commodity Puts 
and Calls. The national administrator had stated at that ante that previous 
studies of puts and calls had been conducted by the Agriculture Department. I 
subsequently learned that the studies were made, believe it or not. in 1934! 

Worse, the 1934 study was based on data and information gathered in 1927 - 
19301... 


This is but a single example of the kind of naive ami meaningless research 
conducted by the CEA in vital areas entrusted to its responsibility. 


See In. I i 
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•Legislative History of the Commodity Exchange Act of 1974. * 

The Commodity Futures Trading Commission Act of 1974'*''’ included new section 18, '" 
which provides as follows: 

Section 18, Research and Information Programs: 

The Commission shall establish and maintain, as part of its ongoing 
operations, research and information programs to (l) determine the feasibility of 
trading by computer, and the expanded use of modem information system 
technology, electronic data processing, and modern communication systems by 
commodity exchanges, boards of trade, and by the Commission itself for purposes 
of improving, strengthening, facilitating, or regulating futures trading operations; 

(2) assist in the development of educational and other information materials 
regarding futures trading for dissemination and use among producers, market 
users, and the general public; and (.4) carry out the gener al purposes of this AcL, 

Regardless of whether section 1 8 was a direct response to the testimony quoted at the 
start of this section, in adopting it Congress clearly intended for the CFTC to include as part of 
its operations a robust research program. It is equally clear that Congress intended that the 
research program include economic research. 4 ' 

A B rief History of the Office of the Chief Economist 

Section 18 of the Act mandates the, production and dissemination of economic research, 
and the Commission has complied since its creation. The name and organizational placement of 
the Office of Chief Economist has varied during the CFTC s history, but economic research 
activities have been described in nearly every Commission annual report: 

• The Commission’s .1976 annual report included a description of the “Division of 
Economics and Education,” and described research on “electronic data processing" and 
other topics, including topics dealing with economics. 42 

• The CFTC 1 977 annual report reported that the new Office of Chief Economist “began a 
research program to determine if futures markets really work in the national interest and 


' Senate Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, Hearing on A. 24H5. 5. 25?k. ,V. 2HJ7, ami HR. HilX 9.T Cong., 
■M Sets.. May 2 1 and 22. 1 974. pg. Sit. 

* Pub. L. No. 93-46J. 88 STAT. t?W (Oct 3, 19741. 

* M ;il sec. 416, codifmi at 7 DSC 22(a). 

M Legislative history includes recognition that “contputerized trading may well be die wave of the future, but many 
questions of both technological and economic feasibility must be answered before it can or should be implemented." 
HJtept. No. 9.1-975, 93' 4 Cong.. 2d Sess.. 52 (April 4 1974) (quoting Mr, Caldwell, Administrator of the 
Commodity Exchange Authority), 

4 " 1976 CFTC Ann. Rep, pages 100-103. 
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to develop better public understanding of how and why the markets function." 4 '' OCE 
“carries the major CFTC responsibility for analyzing and improving competitive 
performance and increasing public understanding of futures market contributions to the 
allocation of basic resources.’” 4 

• The CFTC 1978 annual report stated that OCE “sponsors long-term research into the 
functioning of futures markets to ensure that the markets are as competitive as 
possible.’” 5 It referred to completion of “projects pertaining to ... a longer-term 
understanding of futures markets functions,” 6 

• From 1984 through 1994, CFTC annual reports contained the recitation that OCE 
“conducts economic research as part of the Commission’s mandate under the Commodity 
Exchange Act.'' 4, 

• CFTC annual reports between 2001 and 2006 stated that OCE economists presented 
papers or published papers, stating: “(sjtaff members write and review papers for 
professional journals and participate in a variety of industry meetings and seminars. 1 ' 48 lit 
2004, CFTC s annual report contained a detailed description of research performed. 49 

• More recent CFTC annual repons state that “[tjlie Chief Economist provides economic 
support and advice to the Commission, conducts research on policy issues facing the 
agency, and provides education and training for Commission staff."* 10 

CFTC currently slates on its public website: 

OCE conducts research on major policy issues facing the Commission; 
assesses the economic impact of regulatory changes on the futures markets and 

other sectors of the economy, participates in the development of Commission 


M wrj trrc Ann Rpt pagcs 38-39, 77.83 
4 * hi. at 80. 

* 1 978 CFl'C Ann, Rpt. 96, 

M{ Id. 

i! This quote is found in CFTC annual reports from i984 through (and including) 1994. 

“ t 995 CFTC Ann. Rpf. 48. Reference to presented papers by research economists is found in 2001 CFTC Ann, 
Rpt. 63. 2002 CFTC Ann. Rpt. KJ. 2003 CFTC Ann. Rpt. 67.2004 CI-TC Ann Rpt. 65. 2005 CFTC Ann Rpt.35. 
2006 CFTC Ann. Rpt 52. 

,w CFTC’s 2004 Annual Report suited: 

iK'F. staff members continue to present their research undines at industry conferences and 
academic annual meetings and frequently have those findings published in refereed academic 
journals. During HY 2004, staff papers presented or published in this way covered topics relating 
to price discovery, hedging and risk aversion, the theory of storage, electronic versus open outcry 
trading, and factors affecting derivatives market success or failure. Papers were accepted for 
publication or published in academic journals such as The Journal oj Finance, The Journal of 
Bitumens, The Journal of Futures Markets, and The Southern Fxomrums Journal. 

2004 CFTC Ann. Rpt. 65. 

1,; This quote is found in CFTC annual reports lor 2009-2012. It appears that only the 2007 and 2008 annual reports 
contain no reference whatsoever to economic research conducted by OCE. 
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rolenwkmgs: provides expert economic support and advice to other CFTC offices; 

conducts special studies and evaluations; and participates in die in-honse training 

of staff on matters related to fiitmes, options, swaps, and nsk maun cement. 51 

The CFTC *s 201 3 President ’s Budget and Performance Plan listed among OCE ‘a Fiscal 
Year 201 ! accomplishments the following; “Composed a! least 7 working papers oil 
Commission oriented topics made available to the public with 25 presentations and 3 
publications,” 53 We found no reference to OCE publications or presentations in CFTC's 2014 
budget document. 53 

CFTC currently posts four OCE research papers on its public website; 5,1 the papers are 
published with disclaimers 55 such as; “This paper reflects the opinions of its authors only, and 
not those of the CFTC, the SEC. the Commissioners, or other staff upon either Commission, All 
remaining errors and omissions, if any. are the authors' sole responsibility” 56 and “[tjhe views 
expressed in this paper are those of die authors only and do not reflect the views of the CFTC or 
its staff .” 5 1 

Current mid former CFTC economists publish papers in a variety of journals, including 
the Journal of Alternative Investments, 58 the Energy Journal, w and the Journal of Futures 


5? CFTC, 'O’ 3 Ptmittettf r Btfd.%*/ ami Performance Plan, available at 
htft>:;y%vw;v, cftc. l \ 

M €FTC, MS 4 Prmkimt > BusS&st and Performance Piar.\ available »f 


54 Butaksahto. Hugh, and Rnbe, CetMmwiittei and Fatitties. 4 "Market of One'' 7 , Jane 9. 2008. This paper was 
published in »be Jbamal of Alternative Invwimenr^, 120):61-75 (available on the CFTC public web 

kii£ w w Yv,'2-dc. file/ atnark etofone i ipda ?)£ . utU’i 


(b)(6), (b)(7)(C) . , , . 

fii& paper i* on The list i>t 

p^^H’foF'.rev'iew'by five C ’nmutiitee) 1 he other two papers, are noted at fti 4.‘» awl m 46 

w Disclaims* that are "‘reasonably proiranair" and tliai convey that “fha views expressed in the aiti cle tio not 
iHscewiariily represent Hie views of die agency.’* are required by regulation at 5 CFR 2655.807(b). 


(b)(6), (b)(7)(C) 


|(D)(6). (b)(7)(C) [ tiiirt paper is on 

die (jomi-slitee). 

57 JKaiglr, HiMwiova, and Overdahl Price Dynamics, Price Discovery and Luge Futures Trader Stt/emaiiom m the 
Energy Complex, (working paper, Aped 28, 2005), This paper as available m ffae CFTC public website*. 

-b b'ii.diiT-s 


s Buhuksahki , Lee, Moser, and. Bribe, PkyMCiii Market C&f#$tfiffrt$ r Paper Market Activity, and the H71 Brent 
Spread. Tire Energy Journal, Vol 34, Me. 3 (2013). This article was also published by the Energy lufaustiGtii 
Agency {sea fa 61), 
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Markets. 61 ' The Federal Reserve Board and the Energy Information Agency currently publish 
papers co-authored by CFTC OCR economists. 6 * Of course, economists in OCE are not she only 
CFTC economists writing and publishing papers addressing economic thought as it pertains to 
futures trading. A partial list of 103 economic research papers authored by OCE economists, 
Comniissiouets, and other CFTC employees, is attached as Appendix 3. 

OCEnet 

OCEnet was a stand-alone computer network created in 2008 to assist an inler-ageticy 
collaboration to conduct energy market research using CFTC and other data. 62 Iltt Commission 
kept the network separate for security purposes; it did not want to grant individuals from other 
agencies access to the eutue CFTC network. OCEnet also permitted users to run complex 
programs necessary to analyze economic data. 63 

Willi regard to inter-agency collaboration, other agencies would identify the data they 
wanted to review and request that it be transferred from tlie CFTC network to the stand-alone 
server. A CFTC employee would load tlie requested data onto an external hard drive and then 
transfer it to OCEnet For additional security, the server and desktops were placed m a separate 
room; keys were provided to designated individuals in OCE. 

Over time, niter-agency use appears to have dropped ofll while infernal use by OCE 
economists increased. As overall demand for OCEnet grew, additional equipment was provided 
for its use. What began as approximately five desktops (and a server) grew to nearly Twenty. 

The advantages of OCEnet for research purposes were many: like any server, it stored data so 


Aulericb, Fistic etui Hams. Whv th Expiring Futures arid cask Prices Divetge hr Grain Markets", loimialof 
.il-.lislWBl2i.TU:. 


figure, Iviaikata-Ynl,. 

(b)(6), (B)(7)(C) 


jiau i» i p r j is un m e tea m p apers currently 
IE I ' MMU i tW! Mat *el Conditions, Paper Market 


Activity, and the WTl-Srmt Spread. November 2012 ttivailable at: 

i,Tli.,...v, v. v,.c.t.zB~. Ijir.nc- ai..; pievenlations 201 2?at?erBiciitWTT.pdl:T . 


H The result of this collaboration, Interagency Report an Cntdc Gil (July 3008), is available licit 
hCiv.'Vi-v-wcfic.aovTicm^oi?iwnnMlc;iUit=wstvom-rlocumeflts/ijkVilniittMritgceortTCtcrud&otiO-0S.ixtt. 

43 The Federal Reserve Board (FRB) offers iiituUr research capabilities to its economist*. Its website Mates: 
"Economist* at the Federal Resene Board conduct innovative research on a broad range of topics in economics and 
finance. In addition to presenting their research to policymakers. Board economists .hue their research at academic 
conferences and publish if in peer-reviewed journals aud oi I :,ei scholarly outlets.'' The FRTl ecofloonidv: 


. conduct researc h and other analysis oti tuglt-pei icauiance computer sen era, witich run borh 
1. urn* and Windows operating systems. These Movers offer a toll suite of econometric and 
statistical software packs ess on both platforms, t Economists and feclaiical staff regularly' review 
and improve, as needed, the capacity and speed of processors aitd the range of software available 
to Board economists for their research. Several hundred datasets covering a range of topics from 
micro-level baaktiig/nnancud data to aggregate macroeconomic time senes statistics are available 
for use by economists in their research. 


Tins information is available online at fllo sss fioloi.ihov.-r.o 


altesene Mm.-ecUnresdata-Teseatcltsupoorl boo 


.imi r via taolelault.htm and 
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that it did not need to be separately loaded onto the many desktops: it was faster, meaning that 
the manipulation and study of datasets could occur more quickly; and it contained unique 
programs for the manipulation of data. Additionally, il allowed OCE to bring on outside 
economists to do research while limiting access to the CFTC network. 

By late 201 1 , the Office of Data and Technology had enhanced control over the network 
in order to increase information security. A new system of individual user accounts had been 
established: previously, access for all users had apparently been via a single log-in and 
password. 64 While information security increased, physical security declined; OCEnet 
computers and server were moved from a separate, lockable room to a common area. This 
decrease in physical security occurred, apparently, because the original justification for physical 
security of the server and desktops was no longer supported; OCEnet was now being used 
primarily by CFTC economists rather than individuals from other agencies. OCEnet continued 
operating in this manner until it was shut down in December 2012, 

Procedures for Publishing and Presenting OCE Papers (Pre-December 2012) 

'the Chief Economist approved all topics for economic research papers written by OCE 
economists working as employees, contractors and consultants."'' For contractors, the economic 
research issue was determined in advance and was described in the contract. For consultants and 
employees, the process of selecting a topic for economic research was not determined in 
advance. Rather, potential topics could be suggested by the Chief Economist, by any 
Commissioner. Division Director, or any CFTC employee, including OCE economists. 

Regardless of the source, all research topics required approval of the Chief Economist. 

Prior to December 2012, submission of a completed research paper to the Chief 
Economist was not strictly required; however, OCE economic research papers were subject to a 
rigorous academic review process and we believe most if not all papers were separately (and 
voluntarily) submitted to the Chief Economist. If the paper included aggregated trade 
information protected under Section 8, the Chief Economist would refer the paper to the Office 
of General Counsel for further review. O OC would assign the paper to a staff level attorney. 

Most recently, the staff attorney assigned |(b)(6). (D)(7) had more than 25 years experience at 
CFTC. The OGC attorney reviewed trade tlata m the economic research paper for conformity 
with accepted aggregation standards for other CFTC publicat ions. In case of doubt, the OGC 
attorney would seek advice from an economist |(hK 6 ), (b)(7) | ; n me Division of Market 
Oversight (DMO) with expertise in trade data aggregation standards for Commission 
publications, and over 35 years experience at CFTC. This process of voluntary internal review 
bad been in place since at least the 1.990s. 


These accounts were separate from the username and password accounts to access the CFTC network generally. 
ODT and OC6 retained administrative access to tile new system. 

‘ We tar no! aware of any publications by CFTC interns in OCE. 
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(b)(6),(b)(7)(C) I s s paper on high frequency trading, 66 went throug h this process prio r 

bhcahon. It was reviewed bv the Chief Economist, by the staff attorney 1(b)(6), (b)(7)(C) 1 1 


to publication. It was reviewed by th e Chief Econom ist. by the staff attorney |(b)(6), (b)(7)(C) 
OGC. and by the economist tu DMO |tb)(6).(b)(7) [ ami was cleared foi publication. All 
concluded that the paper did not include information protected under Section S. 


The Commission’s Use of Information Protected under Section 8 of the Commodity 
Exchange Act 


Overview 


Section 8 of the Commodity Excliange Act reads as follows; 

For the efficient execution of Hie provisions of this Act, and in otder to 
provide information for die use of Congress, the Commission may make such 
investigations as it deems uecessaty to ascertain the (acts regarding the operations 
of boards of trade and other persons subject to the provisions of this Act. The 
Commission may publish from time to time die results of any such investigation 
and such general statistical information gathered therefrom as it deems of interest 
!o die public: Pmrirlerf, That except as otherwise specifically authorized in this 
Act, the Commission may not publish data and information that would separately 
disclose the business transactions or market positions of any person and trade 
secrets or names of customers. 

Commodity Exchange Act, Section 8(aX'.l): 7 DSC § 12(a)(1) . 

In brief, the Act grants the Commission wide discretion to investigate and publish the 
results of such investigations, ft also contains a prohibition: the Commission may not “publish 
data and information that would separately disclose the business transactions or market positions 
of any person and trade secrets of names of customers/’ 4 ’ This restriction is a limited one; a. 
statutory prohibition against publication is not as strict as a statutory prohibition against 
disclosure. 68 

In Freeman v SeUgson, the Federal Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia 
Circuit addressed whether Section 8 prohibited compliance with a subpoena in a judicial 
proceeding, and determined that the requested information protected under Section 8 must be 
disclosed. Of course this is not the situation here: however, the court's discussion of the history 


“ Available here: [(b)(6), (b)(7)(C) "j 

fi ' CEA, Section SlaXl); 7 use sec. 12(a)(1). 

® In tc England, 575 F 3J i I tie, 1 1 SO (C A.0 C-, 2004) (rncvgnKMs existing precedent that “general rtatutary bans 
or, publication do not baa limited disclosure m judicial proceedings’' and recugafraig die difference baweeu 
statutory picldbitiorw against publication, which are tea's strict, amt statutory ptuhihiriom categoric-city barring 
disetoswej 

® Fanttitaa v Sedgson, 405 F 2d 1 320 (C.A.DC 1 96S) 
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and meaning of Section 8 is informative. The court stated that “the language used and the 
statutory setting plainly reflect Congressional concern with widespread dissemination of 
information not otherwise available to the public."’” The court stated that ”[t jhe bar to 
publication, is linked to. and should be read against the backdrop of, the Secretary's duties under 
the Act to furnish information and data about futures trading and commodities to the concerned 
public at large." 71 

Tire Freeman court went on to state that the legislative history of Section 8 “does 
establish as a matter of fair implication that the prohibition was not intended to embrace the 
separate and limited kind of disclosure that arises in judicial proceedings" 1 ' While the court in 
Freeman did not address the use of Section 8 data within the Agency, we believe that an equally 
“fair implication" to that drawn by the court in Freeman is that the prohibition to publish “was 
nor intended to embrace the separate and limited kind of disclosure" that arises when individuals 
employed by CFTC and physically present at the CFTC are granted access to information 
protected under Section 8 in the course of their work for the Commission. In fact, we would not 
expect a court to interpret Section 8 to prohibit the Commission from sharing data protected 
under Section 8 from any person as determined by the Commission necessary to carry out the 
Commission's mission under the Commodity Exchange Acl, so long as the disclosure is not 
public. We note that the Commission's regulations and Privacy Act notices indicate that a 
number of non-public disclosures of information protected under Section 8 may be permissible . 7f 

We also note that no penalty is provided for violations of Section 8; however, the theft of 
confidential government information, including business information, may he a criminal offense 
in certain circumstances under 18 U.S.C. 641. 

Aggregation and Section 8 

Section 8 prohibits the Commission from “publishling] data and information that would 
separately disclose the business transactions or market positions of any person and trade secrets 
or names of customers.*'' but it does not prohibit publication of aggregated and anonymized 
trade data. The Commission recognizes this distinction when it publishes aggregated and 


1,1 Id. at 1 349. Indeed, more recent cases have stated similarly that, in adopting Ihc prohibition against publication tit 
Section 8, 'Congress tvflii concerned with 1 widespread dissemination of information not otherwise available to the 
public'.,,." hi re England, supra, 375 F.3d at 1180 (quoting Freeman v. Setigson, supra , 405 F.2d at 1349). 

71 id. 

12 fit. 

,l The Commission's Privacy Act Systems Notice? for record systems, including systems that include information 
protected under Section 8, A&y be found at 78 Fed, Reg. 5974 {Feb. 2. 20 1 1) 
fhttp:/Ayyw.cfLi.^y/ucfli/gro ; tj pii/ppbjltc/@lrfe<leiutreg istet/doc uiT>epts/f ii c/'20i i -2i.33a.pdf) 

" 4 U.S. V, Di Olio, 538 F,2d 972 ( 2 d Cir. 1976), cm. ilenk-d «•■/> mm LuP" x. VS, 429 U S. 1038 ( 1977), Tie First 
Amendment ratifications of attempting to penalize under 18 U.S.C. 641 disclosures of confidential government 
information have been noted in case law. See, U.S. v. Truong Dmh Hung, 629 F 2d 908. 925 and n,l7 (4 th Cir. 

1980): as. v. Vimmzi. 1988 U.S, Dish LEXIS 17436 *27->29. 

See In. 2. 
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anonymized trade data in its Bank Participation (BPS ) and Commitments of Traders Reports 
(COTR). The Commission has stated: 

For the purposes of protecting the confidentiality of participants’ business 
transactions or market positions as required under Section 8(a)(1) of the CEA, the 
Commission has historically created guidelines for various market information 
reports (e.g., Bunk Participation Reports (“BPRs”) and Commitments of Traders 
(“COT”) reports) that prevent market participants and the public from reverse- 
engineering aggregate data to determine the participants that submitted the data. 76 

In other words, the Commission routinely publishes business transactions and market positions - 
but it aggregates and anonymizes that data to prevent anyone from discovering the identity of the 
firms in the aggregated dataset. 

Specifically, the BPRs “aggregate large-trader positions of banks participating in various 
financial and noil-financial commodity futures,.., [and] includes data for every market where 
five or more banks hold reportable positions.”' The Commission goes on to state: 

For purposes of protecting the confidentiality of participants' market positions (as 
required under § 8(a) of the Commodity Exchange Act), when the number of 
banks in either category (U.S. Banks or Non-U.S. Banks) is less than four, the 
number of banks in each of the two categories is omitted and only the total 
number of banks is shown for that market. ,s 

CFTC also publishes its Commitment of Traders Reports (COTR) ' ’ in a manner that, in 
its opinion, does not result in disclosures that violate Section 8. The Commission describes the 
COTR as “a weekly breakdown of each Tuesday’s open interest for markets in which 20 or more 
traders hold positions equal to or above the reporting levels established by the CFTC.” 8 ' 1 The 
following description is avai lable on. the CFTC website: 

Reports are available in both a short and long format The short report 
shows open interest separately by reportable and nonreportable positions. For 
reportable positions, additional data is provided for commercial and non- 
commercial holdings, spreading, changes from the previous report, percents of 
open interest by category, and numbers of traders. 


75 Fed. Reg. 76139 (Dec. 7. 2010) (available at 
htt p :.//vv ww x ftv. go v/La wRegulati o n/Fedara IRsgiste r«ProposcdR utes/20 1 0- 29994 ) 

" CFTC, Bank PtirrkipGtim Report: Explanatory Notes, available at; 
http;/VwvkTv,cfte.gov/MarkctReporis/BankP!in»cn>)tboiiRepop:.vE^p}a.natorvNot«.Vint.1ex htm . 

78 hi, 

n The Commission's COTR dates back to 1924. 

“ CFTC. About the COT Reports, available at 

about. 
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The long report, in addition to the information in the short report, also 
groups the data by crop year, where appropriate, and shows the concentration of 
positions held by the largest four and eight traders. The Supplemental report is 
published for Fxitures-and-Options-Combined in selected agricultural markets 
and. in addition to showing all the information in the short format, shows 
positions of Index Traders. 81 

On November 20, 2013, the Commission announced a new weekly swaps report that is 
modeled on the COTR. In an announcement the Commission stated: “To prevent the disclosure 
ol' individual market participants’ positions and proprietary trading strategies, the CFTC Weekly 
Swaps Report is prepared using a series of statistical screens, helping to ensure that the values 
presented do not inadvertently reveal confidential information."*' 

While aggregation of information protected under Section 8 has been standardized for 
purposes of various CFTC market publications, no aggregation standards have been set for 
research papers by OC,E economists. Our Interviews indicated that any review of OCE research 
papers for possible impermissible disclosures of information protected under Section 8 can be 
complex, requiring an examination of context to determine whether aggregated trade data in an 
economic research paper may be reverse engineered by reference to publicly available data or 
otherwise - to permit the reader to ascertain the identity of the trader. 


Findings 

The Decision to Suspend Economic Research Risks Violating Section 18 of the Commodity 
Exchange Act 

In December of 20.1 2, the OGC, in consul tation with the Office of the Chairman. 

"directed the Chief Economist to ensure that all OCE employees, consultants, and contractors 
cease sharing, publishing, distributing, or otherwise making available any papers or other 
products generated with Commission data to any non-Commission individuals or parties."*’ In 
addition, CFTC terminated access to agency systems and databases, including OCEnet, to all 
OCE personnel other than CFTC full-umc employees within OCE.* 4 The OCE research program 
as it existed prior to December 2012 remains halted over a year later, OCEnet has not been 
revitalized (or replaced with comparable research capabilities), and the Agency has not approved 
most of the economic research papers it decided to review in December 2012. 


91 Id. 

si ( -j.-[ ( p r£ss Release 6780- 1 3 {available at: hlinr/Aer- w.cfic en\,TressR«xniy'PressRel&ares/prd73Q. 1 3 ). 
*■’ See Appendix 2, 

u U. 

' Research by OCE economists to support oilier ongoing Agency work continues. 
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We realize that section IS does not specifically require the Commission to conduct 
economic research through the publication and presentation of juried economic research: 
however, it has been the practice at CFTC for over 35 years. Historically, the CFTC has slated 
that the Office of Chief Economist performs a Commission mandate through the publication of 
independent economic research, a statement with which we strongly agree.**’ To jeopardize the 
sponsorship of juried economic research is to limit knowledge imparted to Congress, to the 
public, and to the Commission itself on economic issues impacting trillions oi dollars - such as 
high frequency trading. 


We believe the OCE shutdown potentially violated Section 1 8 of the Commodity 
Exchange Act. The duration of the shutdown increases this potential, 

OGC Management Conflated Improper Administrative On-boarding Paperwork with 
Improper Access to and Improper Use of Information Protected under Section 8 

As previously stated. OGC management concluded that someone with incomplete 
paperwork is not properly on board, and that someone not properly on board may not access 
CFTC data protected under Section 8. OGC further concluded that someone who was not 
properly on board may not publish or present economic research papers produced during a period 
of improper documentation because the employee was never properly authorized to view 
information protected under Section 8. When we specifically requested precedent for this 
interpretation, we were told this interpretation derives solely from the language of Section 8. 
Multiple witnesses told us their understanding was that on-boarding documentation was relevant 
to the consideration whether an OCE economist could view information protected under section 
8, and conduct, present, and publish research based on such access. We reviewed multiple 
spreadsheets prepared by OED showing the on-boarding status of each OCE economist, which 
indicates to u.s that tire policy was at the least being considered, if not implemented. However, 
the Chief Operating Officer maintained that this interpretation was never adopted by the 
Commission as an official policy. 


Instances of administrative errors leading to on-boarding failure included examples such 
as the failure jo re port to the National F inance Center (NFC) information regarding unpaid 
consultants.*' Fol(k)(6).(b)(7)(C) it appears that two of three required signatures were in 
place on his SF52 " rmcnmi ng ' tnruil'ef Economist’s signature), but the third individual tasked 
with signing it - the OHR employee - only partially signed her signature. It also appears that the 
SF52 was mostly but not fully completed. In the personnel records we reviewed, we also noted a 


86 See fn.47 and accompanying text. 

^ NFC is the federal entity that processes CFTC’s payroll. Even though unpaid consultants am not paid, their 
iitfonn&tunB is apparently supposed to be sent on to NFC anyway. 

ss Office of Personnel Management (OPM, i Standard Form (SF| 52, Request for Personnel Action, Available here: 
htqt://wv>-w.opm.|gov/fetm>s/pdf fitl/sf52 pdf . 
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number of unsigned SF52s and SF50s. 9 For one OCE contractor, OED staff determined that the 
contract was not signed by the contractor 90 


T5T 

jp\ I'L. 

June 

Contemporaneous records relating to! 


Another instance of admirastrative irregularity involved tire OCE economist, |(t>)(6), | 

9! Former CTnef Economist James Moser requested netw ork access for t his economist on 
, 2010, bnt his contract with C FTC was not 


(b)(6), (b)(7)! 


executed tmiil|(b)(6), (b)(7) 


^ i on-boarding ancT netwruK access indicated that 

network access was not granted until ms contract was signed; however, the delay appears to lave 
been due to technical difficulties, and not due to the fact that the economist, though appointed by 
the Chief Economist, was not yet tinder contrac t. In fact, we f otmd no indication of an awareness 
that the submission for network access preAated|(b)(6), (b)(7) umtact date, and no indication that 
it was brought to the attention of management at tie time. 


There was also an economist. 


! for whom it initially appeared CFTC had 


(b)(6),(b)(7) 

no records at all; vet he had alrea dy published a paper as a CFTC employee. Staff in OED 
eventually l0cale<j(b)(6).(b)l 7) t security clearance, but they were never able to locate an SF52 
showing his appoi Vi.lmen r a s "a irtmpaid consultant . 


We interviewed Agency employees m the Office of Human Resources (responsible for 
administrative on-boarding for consultants and employees), the Procurement Office (responsible 
for administrative on-boarding for contractors), and the Security Office (responsible for security 
clearances for all employees, consultants, contractors and others). We were told that OCE 
economists were processed the same as other employees, consultants, and contractors at CFTC. 
We did leant that, occasionally. OHR or Procurement would find that an OCE economist 
selected by the Chief Economist and submitted as a consultant or as a contractor bad already 
been processed or was already being processed by the other Office - that is, the Chief Economist 
would submit the same individual to be hired as both contractor and consultant at the same time, 
apparently intent on getting the person onboarded as quickly as possible. 


These parallel on-boarding processes were not characterized by OHR or Procurement 
employees as a fatal flaw to the individual’s ability to come on board as a CFTC employee, 
consultant, or contractor. But they were definitely an annoyance. After discovery of a dual 
process, it appears that the OCE economist simply would remain in the status processed furthest 


~ UPM SF 50, Notification of PerwioueJ Action, Available here hurt jAraw rein aev-lennvVabiniaye, aftO-pdf . 

m We offer no opinion oti die legal eff ect or thin raisiing signature as ii pertains to she coutraciuai relationship 
between the contractor and CFTC. 


"|(b)(6)((by k a gn,dt t,fd(b)(6),{b)(7)(C) 


(b)(6), (b)(7)(C) 


1(b)(6), (b)(7)(C) 1 

'UmamnsmW 

i«o4ual«oi 

(b)(6), (b)(7)(C) 1 

(b)(6), (b)(7)(C 

(b)(6), (b)(l 

— : i L 

r= (b)(6), (b)(7)(C) 
ftriffit ft 
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to completion at the time of discovery. We were also told that the Chief E conomist had bee n 
very aggressive trying to onboard economists, with the early submission o d(b)(6), (b)(7) [ for 
network access prior to official on-boarding appearing to be the most serious example. 


Because there was no indication of fraud or bad fai th by the economists, or evidence that 
the appointments by the Chief Economist were unauthorized, the nature of the administrative 
errors appeared to us to be non-substantive, and capable of being fixed. Other than the 
submission of individuals to be consultants and contractors at die same time, there appeared no 
explanation for the administrative errors that would indicate OCE employees were treated 
differently titan other agency employees as it pertains to administrative onboarding. We did not 
investigate if simitar deficiencies in the administrative on-boarding paperwork have been found 
for employees, consultants, and contractors in other CFTC Divisions. 

We did ask if deficiencies in security clearances for other CFTC employees have been 
encountered, which in our view would be a more serious matter. We learned that during a fairly 
recent period in which CFTC implemented new security badges. CFTC employees agency-wide 
were found with lapsed security clearances. For some long-term employees, CFTC had no 
security clearance on file at all for the duration of the employee’s career at CFTC. Employees 
with lapsed or absent security clearances included employees with access to information 
protected under Section 8 and other sensitive information. 

The, process for dealing with the discovery of inadequate security clearances, we were 
told, was to leave the employee in place and to process the security clearance. Only if the 
security clearance could not be completed due to problems with the employee’s background 
would action be taken to remove the employee. Moreover, even if the employee could not he 
retained, prior work completed by the employee would remain valid unless there was extrinsic 
evidence that the work was not adequately performed. This approach Finds support in the law. 

Comptroller General opinions could not be more clear that “(a|tt officer ‘de facto' is one 
who performs the duties of an office with apparent right and under color of an appointment and 
claim of title to such office. That is. where there is an office to be filled, and one acting under 
color of authority fills said office and discharges its duties, his actions are those of an officer ‘de 
facto.'"* 3 This rule is not ironclad, but the two exceptions to this rule are not present here: 

(1) The appointment was made in violation of an absolute statutory prohibition, or 

(2) The employee was guilty of fraud in regard to the appointment or deliberately 
misrepresented or falsified a material matter." 4 


' Av \ittanl Comptroller General Yutrs to the Secretary of the Treasury, B-9869.L 30 Comp. Gen. 228, 1 950 U.S. 
Comp. Gen. LEXIS 93 *5 (I>ee. 5. 1950) (cited in, In die Sinner of Compensation for Services Rendered Pertdmg 
Appointment, BT81934,53 Cmtip. Gen. 109. 1975 U.S. Comp. Gen. LEXIS 103 -’6 (July 23. 19751). 

w Matter eft Sidney /’ Arnett and Mary Ann Barron- Emmeiras Appointments - De Facto Employment , 

B0220720, B 0220791, 1986 Comp. Cicfi LEXIS 576 (Sept 8, 1986) iexampks of statutory bars would include anti- 
iteptsibmi statutes, etc:.). 
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The Comptroller General recognizes as a general rule -- regardless of whether a de facto 
employee may be paid for his or her efforts or may continue in his position v5 - that ‘"acts 
performed while a person is serving in a de facta status are as valid and effectual insofar as they 
concern the public and the rights of third persons as though he were an officer de jure:''* 6 It is 
also dearly the law that the government has every authority to ratify the acts of agents acting 
with apparent authority; “a sovereign may waive its right to be bound only bv actually 
authorized acts .”* 7 in fact, in the Comptroller General opinions we reviewed, we encountered no 
cases where a de facia employee’s work was invalidated due to administrative error in hiring 
documentation. 

In short, it appears that them is no basis to equate improper on-boarding paperwork with 
improper access to CFTC confidential data in a situation (such as this) w here a heightened 
security clearance is not required . 98 Similarly, there appears to be no basis to invalidate or 
indefinitely delay work, product by OCE economists who suffer administrative irregularities in 
their on-boarding paperwork. 

We note with approval that it appears the OGC\s proposed policy has not been officially 
adopted by the Chairman or the Commission. Nevertheless, we would be remiss if we did not 
note the potential unfairness inherent in the proposed policy. It appears that no one in OCE or 


M In Comptroller General opinions addressing administrative errors affecting federal employee status, the ultimate 
issue is always whether the employee may be paid, which is not what we are looking at today. We cite these 
opinions iur their statements on the subsequent treatment of employee work when the employe*? i> not properly 
brought on board. 

% Matter rtf the Acting Federal Insurance Administrator \x Status mid Authority \ U- 1 83012, 56 Comp. Gen, 761 ; 

1977 U.S. Comp. Gelt. LEXIS 100 (June 29, 1977). See also. Matter of Earle W, Cook - Compensation for Services 
Prior to Appointment, B- 198575, 1.981 U.S, Comp. Gen. LEXIS 83 (Aug. 1 1. 1981 ) (When an Acting Insurance 
Administrator appointed by the director of the Department of Housing and Urban Development lacked authority to 
serve for a period of about nineteen days, during which time be signed decision letters, issued regulations, and 
testified before Congress in his unauthorized official capacity, the Comptroller General stated; “(W|c cannot 
consider {.the Acting Administrator] a usurper, devoid of any color of authority. At all times relevant be pet formed 
the duties of the office of Insurance Administrator with the knowledge and apparent acquiescence of the Secretary 
arid the President. In out view, he meets the definition of a de facto officer or employee....'*), 

w Restatement (Third) Of Agency § 2,03, comment g. (2006). Ratification, of course, does not apply solely to 
contract actions. "Any act which, if done under proper authority, would be lawfully charged to a principal may be 
ratified when done without authority by an agent or subagent/* 2A CIS Agency $ 55 (20! 3). in Matter of the 
Acting Federal Insurance Administrator's Status and Authority. B- 18301 2, 56 Comp. Gen. 761; 1977 U.S. Comp. 
Gen. LEXIS 1 00 (June 29, 1977)., the Comptroller General suggested dint a successor consider ratification of those 
actions by a de facto Acting insurance Administrator - which included decision letters, new regulations, and 
Congressional testimony - with which she agreed, to avoid any confusion as to their binding effect. 

'* Certainly the lack of a security clearance is rele vant to these considerations. In In the matter of Compensation for 
Service's Rendered Pending Apfwintment. 55 Clomp Gen. 109, B- 181 934 (July 23, 1975), a retired Army officer 
assigned as Executive Assistant to an Ambassador-at- Large served in that position for seven months before tire 
Department of State determined he could act be appointed due to his failure to pass a required security clearance . 
Despite the failure of appointment, this individual served in good faith, performed services under color of authority, 
and w ith no indication of fraud, and with the Comptroller General noting that the employee did not handle classified 
material and that * 4 the lack of security clearance apparently had little impact on his iob performance." In this 
circumstance, the Comptroller General determined that this individual was a de facto employee during the period of 
service. 
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OGC was aware of the administrative errors in OCE economists' on-hoarding paperwork until 
December 201 2. Moreover, it appears that, a( least until December 2012, irregularities in on- 
boarding processes and paperwork were simply addressed by fixing the irregularity at staff level. 

For instance, the discovery of dual hiring processes for new QCB economists were not 
documented or brought to the attention of management that we can see. Similarly it ap pears that, 
at the t ime, nobody documented or brought to the attention of management the fact that |(b) | 

[(b) s initial request for network access was made by the Chief Economist and in process with 
(3M for more than two weeks before his contract was signed. 

Given the importance OGC. now gives to on-boarding paperwork - at least for some OCE 
staff 99 - we are at a loss to understand why accuracy was never emphasized before December 
2012. Further, we do not understand why this policy, if necessary at present, is not being 
implemented Agency-wide. 

In any event, we simply fail to see any connection whatsoever between a. public 
employee’s on-boarding paperwork and that same employee’s right to publish on matters of 
public concern as a private citizen, even if the public employee’s efforts are sponsored by the 
government. 


The Decision to Prohibit Publication of Completed Research and Institute Mandatory 
Prior Review Raises First Amendment Issues 

As previously discussed, without regard to the content of research papers prepared by 
OCE economists, the Deputy General Counsel for (b)(6), (b)(7) determined that any employee, 
consultant, or contractor with administrative onboMSi'ftg dCliGt-ncies may not view information 
protected under section 8, and to apply the prohibition retroactively. As previously staled, wc 
have found no legal support for this course of action. 

Separately, CFTC management determined to form a committee which is reviewing the 
content of all papers written by OCE economists (regardless of on-boarding documentation and 
regardless of whether the author included or had access to information protected under Section 81 
and which will permit publication only of research papers approved by the committee and by the 
Office of Genera! Counsel. Wc believe this course of action may potentially violate the law'. 

The First Amendment and Federal Employee Publications 

Federal employees clearly do not enjoy the same Rest Amendment rights as private 
citizens. The Supreme Court has recognized that “even many of the most fundamental maxims 
of our First Amendment jurisprudence cannot reasonably be applied to speech by government 


w Indeed, it appears (hat OCK nnhoarding emus were no! all treated tlte same even after December 2012. Earlier 
this year, one of the OCE contractors was simply transferred to the Office ot Data Technology even though Agency 
staff recognized that his contract previously had been implemented while lacking tlte contractor’s signature. 

'‘“Vein. I' 
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employees,'’ ’ and that the federal government has “far broader powers” to regulate the speech 
of federal employees than it has to regulate the speech of the public at large. 10 * But that does not 
mean that federal employees lose all First Amendment protections merely by virtue of their 
status as employees. 

In order to be protected by the First Amendment, speech by a public employee must 
speak on a matter of public concern, and the employee’s interest in expressing himself, as a 
private citizen, in commenting upon matters of public concern must outweigh the interest of the 
State, as an employer, in promoting the efficiency of the public service it performs through its 
employees,*®'' It is clear that the First Amendment docs not shield from discipline the 
expressions public employees make pursuant to their professional duties; however, the Supreme 
Court has specifically declined to determine whether the fact of public employment similarly 
alters the First Amendment rights of public employees engaged in speech related to scholarship 
or teaching. 104 Context is key in determining whether an individual who works for the 
government is speaking as a private citizen or as a public employee performing official duties. 

We believe the employment situation for OCE economists is clear-cut in this regard: in 
addition to their assigned tasks relating to ongoing Agency operations, OCE economists arc hired 
by CFTC to perform independent academic research. Hie position description for a level CT- 1 2 
research economist states that, in addition to supporting the Commission in its work: 

| T]he incumbent also participates in the planning and execution of special 
projects, primarily long-term studies with little precedent. The incumbent is 
expected to be prepared to present and review papers at professional meetings and 
conferences and to contribute to the literature in the field and identify the effects 
associated with implementing proposed standards, regulations, and policies. ,w 

Similarly, the position description for a level CT-15 supervisory economist states that, in 
addition to supporting the Commission in its work: 

As a recognized expert in the economic and statistical analysis of futures and 
swaps markets, the incumbent is expected to be sought out to serve on panels and 


m Waters v. Churvhjll, SI I U.S 66l.67J-672(l«4). 
'"'M. 


11:3 Pickering v. Potird of Education. 191 U.S. .46), 56S 


" M In (huvtltl r CeMIfis, S47 U.S. 410, 426 (2006). die Supreme Court rejected “the notion that Che Hist 
Amendment shields from discipline the expressions employees make pursuant to their professional duties," but 
specifically declined to address the application of First Amendment rights to speech by public employees related to 
academic scholarship. Id. at. 425 ( There is some argument that expression related to academic scholarship or 
classroom instruction implicates additional constitutional interests that are mt fully accounted for hv tins Court's 
customary employee speech jurisprudence. We need not, and for that reason do not, decide whether the analysis we 
conduct today would apply in the same manner to a case involving speech related to scholarship or teaching, 11 }. 


lm Position description fori (b)(6), (b) 
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to present and review papers at professional meetings and conferences, to 

contribute to the literature lit the field. . 

The position descriptions in our view indicate, that OCE economists are required to create 
and publish economic research not merely to the extent (hat such research supports the 
Commission in its work. They are required to create economic articles that comport with 
academic standards and expand knowledge in the field; and we believe the requirements of 
academic integrity would require such research to be developed independently of Commission 
policy. 107 

Independence from Commission policy is also evidenced by the fact that the Commission 
requires OCE economists to publish their research papers and presentations with a disclaimer 
that their views do not represent those of the Chairman, the Commission or its employees. 108 
Even if the Commission has hired an employee, consultant, or contractor for the purpose of 
requiring research on a specific economic topic selected by the Chief Economist, the disclaimer 
is required when the research is complete and ready for publication. Assurance of academic 
integrity would require no less, in our view. Hl "' 

Of course, the Commission may publish economic research through Commission- 
approved publications prepared by staff economists, and has done so in the past. 110 The fact that 
the Commission has published OCE staff economic research in the past, as an official CFTC 
report and without any disclaimer, indicates to us that the Commission is fully aware - as it has 
performed this function since 1976 - that economic research papers published under a disclaimer 
are done so because the author is publish ing not as a Commission employee voicing official 
CFTC policy or opinion, but as a private citizen. 1 1 1 

Consideration of CFTC OCE economist position descriptions, CFTCs required 
disclaimers for OCE economist research papers, the fact that the papers undergo a juried review, 
and the contrasting staff economic research reports published without disclaimer, lead to the 


Position description for|(b)(6).(b) | 

Some contract employees in OCE arc lured solely to perform independent research on topics approved by the 
Chief Economist. Others are hired to perform other services, such as IT services. 

f,!ii Disclaimers that tire "reasonably prominent’- and that convey that "'the views expressed ill the article do not 
necessarily represent die views of the agency.” are required by regulation at 5 CFR 2635.807(b). 

: ' y ’ We would contrast disclaimers used in situations where staff is speaking ai the direction of or wtlh the approval 
of Commission management as pan of their official duties in situations tits; do not involve scholarship, such as: 
staff no-action letters, Commission-sponsored or Commission-attended meetings and conferences, and Agency web- 
site postings. In such situations the Commission representative does not speak as a private citizen, but the 
disclaimer makes clear that the representative's statements may not necessarily represent the Commission’s views. 

11(1 For instance, in 2<X)8 the Office of Chief Economist published in cooperation with representatives of other 
regulators a paper titled, ‘'Interim Report on Crude Oil,” which was not published wish a disclaimer Available here. 
huns'/w w'w .c ftc.e.ov/tic-tii'’cr» iit;s/r )ublic.‘t.yncw i sroom/dQeuments/file/ininterimmt:;oft(iuc-rndcoilO?Ui i.ndl , 

111 As late as 2012. OGC staff attorneys applied the CFTC regulations pertaining to writing completed in an 
employee's personal capnetty to OCE economic research papers, at least on occasion Sec .Appendix 6, page 41 
n.190. this practice has slopped. 
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conclusion that CFTC knows and acknowledges that OCE economists publish their scholarly 
research as private citizens. m The fact of their employment, pay (for some economists), 
required topic approval, and access to confidential information, all authorized by the 
Commission, in our view should not change this conclusion. 


Prior Restraints and th e First Amendment 


Introduction 

A prior restraint has been described as any governmental order “that prohibits] the 
publication or broadcast of particular information or commentary - orders that impose a 
'previous' or ‘prior’ restraint on speech,"' 11 ' The repugnance of prior restraints has been 
recognized from the earliest expressions of the Anglo-American legal tradition. Biackstane 
wrote: 


Every freeman has an undoubted right to lay what sentiments he pleases before 
the public; to forbid this, is to destroy the freedom of the press; but if he publishes 
what is improper, mischie vous or illegal, he must lake the consequence of his own 
temerity . 11 4 

The Supreme Court has recognized that prior restraints are abhorrent: 

IPJrior restraints on speech and publication are the most serious and the 
least tolerable infringement on First Amendment rights. A criminal penalty ora 
judgment in a defamation case is subject to the whole panoply of protections 
afforded by deferring the impact of the judgment until ail avenues of appellate 
review have been exhausted. Only after judgment has become final, correct or 
otherwise, does the law’s sanction become fully operative. 

A prior restraint, by contrast and by definition, has an immediate and 
irreversible sanction. If it can be said that a threat of criminal or civil sanctions 
after publication ‘chills’ speech, prior restr aint 'freezes’ it at least for the time . 1 ' 5 

The Supreme Court has cautioned that the government’s required prior review of 
protected speech, even when permissible, must afford affected citizens due process prior 


111 The fact that OCR economic research papers often concern the articulation of new or controversial ideas, tmd 
could reasonably he described as an exercise of so-called "academic freedom’' also weighs in favor of treating OCE 
economic research papers as private speech. See Weihua Huang r V. Va., 896 E.Supp;2d 524. 54 '1 n. 1 2. 

w Nebraska Press Ass' it v. Smart. 427 U.S. 539. 556(1976). 

1)1 4 Bl. Com. 151, 152 (quoted in AVer r, Minnesota, 28.3 U.S. 69?, 7 14 (1930). 

I!:i Nebraska Press Ass’ ft v, Stuart, supra , 427 U.S. at 559. 
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to any find restraint, and must assure a prompt final judicial decision, 1 ** The Supreme 
Court has cautioned that any government system of prior restraint must take place 
''within a specified brief period,” and has criticized a prior review and judicial appeal 
process running to 10 months."' The Supreme Court has stated that “any system of prior 
restraints of expression comes to this Court bearing a heavy presumption against its 
constitutional validity,”' 18 

Prior Restraints and Mandatory Prior Review of Public Employee Publications 


The government clearly may require prior submission of a public employee’s speech as a 
private citizen if the government can demonstrate sufficient interest in staying informed of public 
employees’ public statements about matters of concern to the workplace. 1 n We believe the 
Commission has a clear interest in being apprised of OCE economic scholarship before it is 
presented or published. However, we have found no precedent to support the length of time 
currently involved with the Agency's review process. 

in order to impose a prior restraint on speech by a public employee, speaking or 
publishing as a private citizen, the government must demonstrate that 

...the interests of both potential audiences and a vast group of present and future 
employees in a broad range of present and future expression are outweighed by 
that expression's ‘necessary impact on the actual operation’ of the 
Government . ,!>l 

In addition, the standards used to evaluate employee speech “must possess • narrow, objective, 
and definite standards' to guide the decision-maker." 1 1 

Even when a prior restraint is warranted, the Government may be limited in the action it 
may take, internally, to prevent violative speech from publication. Even a permissible prior 


1111 Freedman e. M.. 380 U.S, 51. 55-59(1964). 

!f ' Id. See also, Deiii vu of Nashville. Inc., etai. r. Nashville, el <rl, 2006 U.S. App. UDCIS 16323, " ! 3 and n.4; 
2006 FED App. 04 1 ’n (6“’ Cir. 2006) ( recognising the "stringent standard" set nut in Freedman for prompt judicial 
review for government-imposed prior restraints on First Amendment activities). 

us Itanium Books, Inc. v, SuiUvart, 372 CS 58. 70 i 1963). See also. Shelton Police Union, Inc. v. Voecola, 125 F. 
siipp. 24 rrf) 4 , 623 (O, Conn. 200i)(‘The government’s burden of demortsuadrtg that its. interests outweigh the 
interests of the speakers is greater in cases involving a prior restraint as opposed U) cases involving isolated 
disciplinary action.’'), 

l: / latino Officers Association, rial. v. Sajir, el at., i70F-3d 167. 172(1999); Weaverv. United Suites Information 
Artemy {Weaver), 87 F.3d 1429, 1442 (D C. Or. 1996), cerl. denied, 1997 U.S. LEXIS 3405 1 1997). 

!:!11 U.S. v. National Treason Employees Union (NTEUi. 513 U.S. 454, 468(1905) (citing Pickering, 391 U.S. at 
571), 

PJ Hormunv. Cite of New York (Hannan), 14U l ; 5d ill. 120 (2d Cir. {quoting Shuniesworthv, Cityaf 
Birmingham. 394 U.S. 147, IS1.89S. Cl. 935, 938, 22 L. Ed. 2d 162(1969)). 
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review process could be invalidated if it involves lengthy delays because, “[ilfthe prior review 
were extensive, of course, it might delay constitutionally protected speech to a time when its 
only relevance was to historians." In addition, the government’s determination to suppress 
speech must afford the affected party prompt judicial review. 

In contrast, the Supreme Court has recognized that the Central Intelligence Agency mav 
enforce against its employees reasonable publication restrictions over classified information. 12 
This authority stems from the “compelling interest" that the government has “in protecting both 
the secrecy of information important to our national security and the appearance of 
confidentiality so essential to the effective operation of our foreign intelligence service.” 126 Tt 
includes the authority to bar publication by current and former CIA employees without prior 
authorization. 12 '' Nothing in the Commodity Exchange Act indicates that information protected 
under Section 8 may receive the same protections as classified information, and it appears very 
clear that similar restrictions do not apply to non-classificd information generally. 

The Office of Government Ethics has recognized that required prior review 1 and 
approval of federal employee publications risks violating the First Amendment. In 1991, 
the Office of Government Ethics proposed the following regulation of federal employee 
publications (proposed § 2635.807(c)): 

Approval of content, An employee shall comply with any requirement for advance 
agency review, clearance, or approval of the content of any speech, book, article 
or similar product. 128 

This proposed regulation did not survive the rulemaking process. OGE explained: 


■ | n Weaver, the Court suggested that 'lain agency confronted with a recalcitrant employee who refused to 
eliminate classified information might wish to seek art injunction against publication of die offending section of the 
employee’s material." (fetter, supra, 87 F.3d at 1442 n.5. 

Weaver, supra, 87 K3d at 1441 (the quoted language is dicta, the court noted that "Weaver has not alleged that 
the review under <j 628,2 is lengthy”): Hannan, supra, 140 1'.i'd at 120 f By delaying the review process, the 
employer has the power to destroy the immediacy of the comment on agency affairs, and thus, in many eases, its 
newsworthiness. In such cases, 'dissemination delayed may prove tantamount to dissemination denied (citations 
omitted)); Freedman, supra. 380 U.S. at 59 (noting the deterrent effect of delay in a review process running to 10 
months), We note the Agency has delayed publication of economic research papers for 14 motilhs and counting. 

'•* Freedman v. Maryland, supra, 380 U.S. at 55, and 58-60. 

125 Snepp v. United States. 444 li.S, 507, 510 (1980) (“JEjven in the absence of an express agreement - the CIA 
could have acted to protect substantial government interests by imposing reasonable restrictions on employee 
activities that in other contexts might he protected by the First Amendmenr). 

id. at 531 n.8 (Hie Cowl noted that the employment contract at issue '‘requires no more than a clearance 
procedure subject to judicial, review-"), 

’*56 Fed. Reg. 33778 (July 23, 1991). 
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In response to comments made by four agencies and one organization, OGE has 
deleted proposed §2635. 807(c) which stated that employees must comply with 
agency requirements for advance approval of the content of any speech, writing or 
similar product. Each of the commenters argued that the provision is overbroad 
and would violate the First Amendment, Consistent with our original intent, the 
final rule simply notes that some agencies may have policies requiring advance 
approval, review, or clearance of certain speeches or writings to determine 
whether they contain an appropriate disclaimer, disclose nonpublic information or 
otherwise comply with this part. 1 

The OGE’s final rule today contains this neutral statement: 

Note: Some agencies may have policies requiring advance agency review, 
clearance, or approvtd of certain speeches, books, articles or similar products to 
determine whether tire product contains an appropriate disclaimer, discloses 
nonpublic information, or otherwise complies with this section. 1 w 

More recently, in 2008 the OGE issued advisory material on federal employee 
book publications and took a similarly neutral approach on required poor approval, 
merely stating: 

Many agencies have supplemental regulations that require employees to obtain 
prior approval to engage in certain outside activities, including writing. Some of 
these agencies’ supplemental regulations may contain other provisions related to 
writing. 1,1 

C'FTC's supplemental standards of ethical conduct state dial “Commission 
members and other employees are encouraged to engage in teaching, speaking, and 
writing activities.* 02 CFTC's supplemental standards do not require prior submission 
and approval of employee publications. CFTC's supplemental standards do require 
advance approval for outside employment, regardless of payment, but advance approval 
for outside employment only “includes writing when done under an arrangement with 
another person for production or publication of the written product." Moreover, the 
advance approval requirement “does not include participation in the activities of a 
nonprofit . . . educational , . . organization, unless such activities involve the provision of 
professional services or advice or are for compensation other than reimbursement of 
expenses." CFTC's regulations also provide: “[a] Commission employee or former 
employee shall not divulge, or cause or allow to be divulged, confidential or non-public 


u ‘’57 Fal, Beg. ?,S00<> (Aug. 7 . 1 M2). 

** 5 CFR § 2635.807(b>C3) (note). 

L " U.S. Office of Government Ethics, DO-084106, Book Deal DAEOgram, Paid 1: Regular Employees and SGEs, 
t’aiagraph VI. B. (March 6. 2008), available at 
hap://wwvv.nL’e.aov7displavtei3ipi:: te.a.'r.1ode.Ru!).asp x?id~2 147483821 . 

m 5 Cre § 5101.1.0300. 
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commercial economic or official information to any unauthorised person, or release such 
information in advance of authorization for its release.” 113 The CFTC’s regulations do 
not specifically address the current processes for publications by OCE economists. 

Regulations adopted by the Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) require 
prior review of publications and speeches by employees, but includes a self-imposed 
deadline to answer the employee ”as promptly as possible, with due regard to publication 
deadlines, but in any event within 30 days of receipt of the written document, “ 1M 


Information Security Concerns are Agency-Wide 

During our field work, OGC employees expressed concern that anyone with OCEnet 
access could download - to a privately owned thumb drive, disk, or external hard dri ve - any 
information from any network accessible on OCEnet. and remove it from the budding. Data 
technology staff told its that it is possible that downloading mfcmtatkai from OCEnet could be 
accomplished without creating any record of the download, depending on the relevant computer 
and network settings. Tltis of course would include sensitive information and information 
protected under Section 8. CFTC staff chat ged with responsibility for physical security in the 
CFTC workplace told us that, without thoroughly searching all employees as they leave the 
building, such removal of information would be impossible to prevent. Moreover, there was no 
way to tell what data the OCF, economists had accessed through OCEnet, because no logs were 
kept of data transfers from the CFTC network to OCEnet. We agree that these are serious 
concerns. 

Our interviews indicate that OCE economists "believe it to be unlikely that data left the 
building, while information technology and security employees believe it possible that such 
misconduct occurred, due to the lack of controls, but are in disagreement regarding whether it is 
likely misconduct occurred. Forensic analysis appears al this time to be inconclusive due to the 
lack of controls. The absence of controls is key. the bottom line appeals to be that it is most 
likely that CFTC will never know whellier or not data protected under Section 8 left the building 



m 17 CfR 5 140 . 715 - 5 . No enforcement rnecbamsfu is provided. Separately, tiur Commodity Excbaojre Act makes 
it a felony Jo misuse any nonpubibc Commission information which may affect or tend to affect the pnee of any 
cotrmwdily futures or commodity in connection with certain market Crausaeticmi 7 USC § 13(d). 

\ 7 CFR § 20O.735'4(d)(2Ki)r We offer no opinion on the SEC’s rule. The Court of Appeals for the District of 
Columbia Cixctui in Weaver recognized the requirement for <* prompt: decision and judicial review in peniussiMe 
prior restraint schemes { supra, 87 F.3d at 1436), but also noted the lack of any -‘case holding that a review 
protestor indeed any form, of prior restraint, even one iududuia substantive profobitiou of fqjeocli-fo context 

of m employment relationship is cotttfitutfoaaljy invalid for wain of a specific deadline on action.” U. at 1443. 

m In addition, staff ietfiruked Ui.tf information could also be punted out and removed front Ihe huiMiiia, 
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(b)(6), (b)(7)(C) 


CFTC management was also distressed that the badging process foi outgoing OCE 
economists was not properly performed. We learned that the former C hief Economist had 
“extra” badges in his desk that had belonged to former OCE economists and had not been 
returned. CFTC inanagemeut m OGC and Logistics and Operations surmise that tliese badges 
may have still worked, and may have been used to permit outside individuals to obtain access to 
CFTC headquarters offices. 1 ” CFTC management feared that unauthorized economists could 
use old badges to enter CFTC headquarters, and then have an existing OCE economist give them 
access to OCEnet (rising (heir own usernames and network passwords), without detection. 

CFTC management also surmised that, prior to the installation of the welcome desk and badge 
readers in the lobby at CFTC headquarters, OCE economists could bring guests into the building 
without detection, with or without any badge for the guest. CFTC management seemed fairly 
convinced that improper access had occurred, although it appeared equally cleat that no improper 
access had been documented. 

For their part, the OCE economists we interviewed either stated that they had no way of 
knowing what other OCE economists were doing at headquarters with regard to possible 
unpermisslble guest access, or stated they did not believe that anyone had misused expired 
badges. None stated that they witnessed any improper access to information protected under 
Section 8 occurring within OCE. OCE economists told us that, when they were working with 
economists who were not CFTC employees, contractors, or consultants, they met off site to 
discuss economic research projects. ! 


REDACTED 
by CFTC 


C FTC’s Remediation Efforts 

Since December 2012, some progress has been made addressing the issues confronting 
OCE. OCE prepared a draft memorandum giving background on. the work of OCE which was 
presented to the Division Directors and fiuuished to the Chairman. l3s The paper explains OCE's 


Removing confidential ifiiorcnaiion from federal buildings cart be a sennas problem In l y8 7 , a secretary to Lt. 
Colon*} Ofivvsr North testified before Congress that she *mwjcsr3ed highly classified ctocotnetrfs ovu <« file Old 
Executive Office Building in tier boot*; Dan Morgan & Walter Rinci», Half Testifies of Necessity ■“To Go Abort 
Written Law." Wash. Post. June 10. 198?, at A1 (available at. 

MV’loeaMttttgtom^tB^Waiidal-TawahaUlibn^ . In auy event, the level of uumsiou >U«T would be- asscttmery to detect 
all instances of removal of confidential infoiffistion from the federal workplace is extreme 

tt7 Ic-.faied that, becaxtse CFTC retains badge access data for only 30 days, it will not be possible to determine 
whether fisiimtt badges were UaccI improperly after die departure date for the relevant employee, consultant, or 
contractor, CFTC retains guest logs tot only 60 days. 

It is not uncommon rot CFTC economists to work w ith nou-CFTC ecouomists to produce economic research 
papers. According ro OCE scoaoETuets, the contribution of tb« noa-CFTC economist does not involve access to 
information protected under Section k 

m OCE White Taper idiaii), ikdeil May 7, 20 IT 
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practice of hiring academic economists to research and publish academic articles on subjects of 
interest to the Commission. Efforts to re-establish OCEnet arc ongoing; the relevant personnel 
in the Office of Data Technology drafted a pian during 2013 that would permit the OCE 
economists to return to the practice of conducting research on a standalone server. While this 
sounds hopeful we understand that a restart for OCEnet has not yet moved forward. With regard 
to information security' concerns, to our knowledge the Agency has not yet addressed the issue of 
information security for desktop computers Agency-wide, but is in the process. 

As discussed above, improvements to badging and security clearance processes had been 
underway since 2011. CFTC employees working in Logistics and Operations told us that the 
recent improvements have resulted in greater controls over CFTC badges that will prevent the 
potential for misuse of defunct badges in the future. The new badges ntay be terminated 
remotely, and can he programmed to expire on an employee's, consultant's, or contractor’s last 
day at CFTC. Moreover, the recent installation of card readers in the lobby at CFTC 
headquarters along with a manned front desk decrease the likelihood of unauthorized v isitors, 
including visitors improperly using someone elsc's badge. 

Human Resources, the OlTice or Data and Technology, and the Office of Security and 
Emergency Management have coordinated with OCE to analyze the existing processes for hiring 
and retaining academics and to plan improvements. OCE has lost staff and has not been 
permitted to bring on unpaid intents and consultants, but cm December 5. 2013, CFTC posted 
four economists positions in OCE. We view this as a positive development. 

As previously stated, in February 2013, the Chairman’s Office and Office of General 
Counsel formed a committee - consisting primarily of subject-matter experts from OCE and 
DMO - to review for possible violations of Section 8 and other nondisclosure provisions all 24 
research papers that were pending publication as of December of 2012. We understand that the 
Chief Economist furnished the committee with the text of Section 8 and other relevant 
provisions. The Committee has not been given written guidance by OGC on the standards to be 
applied with regard to the identification of information protected under Section 8 (including 
acceptable aggregation policies) and regarding the identification of trade secrets. 

The Committee is drawing on substantial expertise within the Agency to review' the 
papers. In consultation with the authors, the Committee is performing the following tasks; J 

1 . Please identify the CFTC data and information used to produce the paper. Please provide 
detailed information about the source of the data (1SS, TSS, Special Calls, other sources 
including DOE, DSIO. DMO, and other CFTC records), the market sectors), any date 
restrictions, and which specific data fields were reviewed (account numbers, specific 
trade information, etc.) 


!J “ The Deputy General Counsel foi (b)(6), (b) 
February 1.3, 2013. 


sen! these questions to OCB and the Chief Operating Officer on 
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2. Please describe bow the data used was aggregated, masked and/or anonymized so that it 
does not separately disclose the business transactions or market positions of any persons 
and trade secrets or names of customers. 

3. Please describe any baseline of aggregation Humberts) identified as sufficient for 
anonymization and the justification for the baseline of aggregation. 

4. Please identify if any of the CFTC data and information used to produce the paper was 
shared with non-CFTC affiliated mdividual(s) or organization^)? If so. please describe 
the steps that were taken to ensure that it was appropriately aggregated, masked and/or 
anonymized. If the CFTC data and information used to produce the paper was shared and 
was not aggregated, masked and/or anonymized, then please describe the steps taken to 
protect the CFTC data and information from further dissemination or use. 

5. Please describe the internal OCE review process for the paper. Please discuss whether the 
review considered if charts, graphs, algorithms, formulas, and other analysis in the paper 
could be reverse engineered to separately disclose the business transactions or market 
positions of any persons and trade secrets or names of customers. Please describe the 
basis for clearance. 

6. Please identify the CFTC staff, contractors and consultants involved ill any reviews of the 
paper or the CFTC data and information used to produce the paper. 

In addition, the Committee, in consultation with the authors, answers the following 
questions: Hl 

1 . For each author, identify the affiliation with the CFTC during the production of this paper 
and during any period of contact with CFTC data 

2. identify any division of labor or specialization among authors utilized to prevent 
unauthorized access to CFTC data by co-authors or assistants not affiliated with the 
CFTC. 

3. Identify any aggregation, masking, or other anonymization techniques utilized to prevent 
unauthorized access to CFTC data. 

4. Identify any other steps taken during the production of the paper to prevent access to 
CFTC data by unauthorized persons. For example, describe how data was protected if a 
co-author became unaffiliated with the CFTC after previously being affiliated with the 
CFTC. 

If a paper is approved by the Committee, the next step is review by the Office of General 
Counsel. Staff in the Office of General Counsel state that their review is not intended to second 


,j ‘Ms checklist was created by the Acting Ctlicf Economist in June 2t! i t. 
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sues* the determination of the Committee regarding adequacy of aggregation or disclosure of 
trade data. Instead, the Office of General Counsel reviews the work of the Committee to assure 
that it has considered the trade data and presented its analysis clearly. 

The Committee has sent some papers back to authors with questions. In out fieldwork. 

OCE economists described these inquiries as requests for clarification as opposed to requests to 
change the substance of a discussion. OCE economists affected by these suggestions who spoke 
with us voiced no complaints or misgivings regarding the level of inquiry. 

All witnesses with an opinion told us that the Committee has not identified any violations 
of Section 8 among the papers reviewed thus far. As of December 9, 2013, the committee had 
approved ten papers; three were approved in June 20 1 3, the others were approved thereat ter. On 
October 23, 201.3, the assigned Deputy General Counsel permitted three papers to be published. 

These three papers discussed economic theory without reference to information protected under 
Section 8, not even in aggregated form. We are puzzled why such seemingly simple papers 
required 1 0 months of review. OGC cleared four additional papers for publication in February 
2014, 142 


Conclusions and Recommendations 

After the receipt of one complaint regarding OCR economic research papers and a two- 
day internal review, the Office of the General Counsel in consultation with the Office of the 
Chairman indefinitely suspended OCE publication and presentation activities. The Agency 
thereafter shut down OCE's dedicated server, and issued stop work orders for all contractors and 
terminated most OCE consultants. The motivations for the decision to prohibit publication and 
presentation of completed economic research were; 1 ) administrati ve flaws in on-boarding 
paperwork for OCE economists; 2 ) concerns regarding the existing review and clearance process 
for OCE papers; and 3) physical and information technology security concerns. 

We agree that the physical and information technology concerns exist; however, they are 
Agency-wide, and are currently being addressed at least in part in connection with an OtG audit 
of CFTC’s Fiscal Year 2013 implementation of the Federal Information Security Management 
Act. 143 The absence of controls is significant; lacking a reliable way to determine whether 
confidential information was improperly taken fi-otn the CFTC, we will not jump to the 
conclusion that misconduct did or did not occur based on contradictory opinions of Agency 
employees. We can make no finding. 

While continuing the indefinite suspension of OCE publication and presentation 
activities, the Agency formed a Committee to review proposed academic research papers. By 
June 201 3 the committee had approved three papers for publication, and by December 2013 had 
approved seven additional papers. Throughout this process, ihe Committee found no violations 


L See Appendix 5. 

Puh L No. 107-547, Title lit, 116 Slat 2809 (Dec. 17, 21X12) 


31 



249 


Appendix 002 

U.S, Commodity Futures Trading Commission REDACTED 

Office of the Inspector Genera! by CFTC 

of Section 8 among any research article it reviewed, though it did recommend alterations that it 
described as clarifying. During our field work, we repeatedly advised Agency management to 
restart the OCE research program, and encouraged them to speed up the process for permitting 
the publication of OCE research articles. In October 20 1 3, the assigned Deputy General Counsel 
gave final approval for three papers to be published, OGC approved four additional papers for 
publication in February 2014 (as of February TO). 1- " 1 

We appreciate the gravity of the concerns that motivated the OCE shutdown, including 
the Commission's substantial interest in protecting confidential information from illegal 
disclosure*, however, we nevertheless believe that in shutting down all server -assisted research 
and all. publication by OCE economists for the length of time that it has, Agency management 
has risked violating Section 18 of the Commodity Exchange Act, especially given the long 
tradition of describing the research program as fulfilling a mandate. We recommend that the 
Agency remain mindful of the. requirements of Section 18. 

We do not agree that issues with administrative on-boarding documentation and security 
clearances present a bar to the performance of duties for any CFTC employee who is otherwise 
properly appointed. We believe the Agency did not act in accordance with Comptroller General 
opinions addressing analogous situations in the federal workplace, and apparently treated OCE 
economists differently than other Agency employees with similar administrative deficiencies 
(and treated at least one OCE employee with an administrative on-boarding error differently than 
the others). M4 We recommend that the Agency remain mindful of the general rule that acts 
performed while a person is serving in a de facto status are generally as valid and effectual as 
those of an officer de jure, and that the Agency has every authority to ratify the acts of 
employees who are working in good faith albeit with administrative deficiencies in their 
personnel records. We recommend that the Agency take action to remedy administrative errors 
in on-boarding documentation Agency-wide without disturbing employee work activities 
whenever possible. 

We agree that the Agency may assign research topics to OCE economists, and we 
find support for the Agency’s authority to require OCE. economists to submit their written 
research papers and presentations to the Agency prior to publication. We agree with 
Commission management and staff that any evaluation of economic research papers for 
possible impermissible disclosures of information protected under Section 8 in many 
instances may not be easy. We understand Agency management’s desire to determine 
whether aggregated trade data in an economic research paper may be combined with 
other publicly available data and reverse engineered to permit the reader to ascertain the 
identity of the trader. The process to determine whether a trade secret has been disclosed 
may be similarly complex in many instances. Given these complexities, and the gravity 
of being accused of violative conduct, we are not surprised that tor more than twenty 
years, OCE economists have voluntarily submitted their research papers to the Chief 

144 Sec Appendix 5. 

u5 See til. 47 and accompanying text. 

'* See l!*,. 99 
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Economist for review prior to publication, and have acquiesced to further review by OGC 
and DMO staff as recommended by the Chief Economist. 

While we are sensitive to these important concerns, and understand the Agency’s 
desire to avoid illegal disclosures in Agency-sponsored research, we cannot find support 
in the law for the Agency’s new system, which bars all publication and presentation of 
economic research papers published with a disclaimer until approved by a Committee and 
by OGC over a period that can last more than 1 4 mouths, 14 It appears that the OCE 
economists have not been furnished narrow, objective, and definite standards for the 
evaluation of their independent research papers, and flits is disturbing, as it seems 
unworkable to expect scholars to conform their independent research papers and 
presentations to disclosure standards that are not clearly defined at the outset. It does not 
appear that the current system provides for prompt judicial review. We cannot emphasize 
enough that the current process is talcing, in our view, far too long. 

We recommend that the Agency assure the legality of any mandatory prior review 
process for employee publications, keeping in mind both that “any system of prior 
restraints of expression comes to [] Court bearing a heavy presumption against its 
constitutional validity," 14 * and that "a free society prefers to punish the few who abuse, 
rights of speech after they break the law than to throttle them and ail others 
beforehand. . . .” 14!> We caution the Agency to remain mindful that “dissemination 
delayed may prove tantamount to dissemination denied.’’ 1,11 

Our inability to find legal precedent to .support the Agency's current review 
process is unfortunate given the Agency’s legitimate concerns; however, we do not seek 
to reduce this matter to a mere legal issue. Even if the Agency identifies precedent to 
support the current review process, we recommend the Agency remain aware of the 
adage, “just because it’s legal, doesn’t make it right.” It is the length of time involved 
that is the greatest concern. 

We therefore recommend that the Agency restart the OCE research program, 
including OCEnet (or comparable research capacity), as soon as feasible. We of course 
agree that improvement to all related processes and controls should continue; however, in 
the absence of any findings (by the Agency or its DIG) of violative disclosures by OCE 
economists, we believe there is no reason to halt economic research and publication. We 
recommend that any review process for OCE research papers and presentations 
undertaken, by the Agency be prompt. Any delay in publication risks dintimshment of the 
research's relevance and of its usefulness to Congress and the public. Moreover, it 


M ’ At the end of the review process, OGC staff issues a memo with language such as; “OOO concurs with the 
conclusion of the Paper Review Committee and clears litis paper for publication subject to the u,c of the disclaimer 
provided below,’' See Appendix 5 (OGC review meows for four CX'E economic research papers), 

“ Bantam Books. Ittc. r. Sullivan, supra. .172 US M 70. 

1 ” Southeastern Promotions. Lid. y, Conrad. 420 U.S. 54b, 559 ( 1 975). 

Laurence ft. Tube. American Constitutional Law 1042 (2tl vtl i 48(1} (quoted in Harman, 140 R3ii at }20). 
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provides a strong disincentive for economic research scholars to apply to CFTC for 
research opportunities. 

Finally, we stress the importance of economic research at die CFTC, an economic 
regulatory agency. For over 35 years OCE has attracted some of the highest qualified 
economists in the country among both its full-time staff and its limited term 
appointments. The quality of research economists attracted to the CFTC has resulted 
from the qualify of information available at the Commission coupled with the high level 
of analytical support for research publications and presentations that permanent OCE 
staff hove historically offered visiting scholars. 

We believe the current prohibition against publishing coupled with the lengthy 
delays in the new pre-publication review process has hampered the OCE research 
program, at least temporarily, and has potentially damaged academic careers. 1 It has 
halted the dissemination of economic research to Congress and to the public. It has 
endangered the Agency’s ability to attract the high quality of economic research 
historically achieved at this Agency. In order to continue to attract outstanding scholars, 
the Commission must support the goals of economic research coupled with academic 
integrity, and must make any pre -clearance process, (whether voluntary or mandatory) a 
priority in terms of both legality and speed. 


REDACTED 
by CFTC 


151 We understand that economic research papers cinrcutly wider review in connection with academic inner and 
PhD pregrenis were recalled pending rise outcome of the required Committee and tKiC review process, in addition. 
Agency management sought the removal of one economic lesearciipRpcr from the Internet prior to receipt of the 
complaint fromCME. Sec to ! c 

r '' However. it seems tha t some OCE economists are disregarding the Agency's prohibition in nay event 11 appears 
,tiiallfbyfilfhV7VC.i~hfeariitad,tlie. saww natygi I hat g« va rise in ihfc avanfa flkttmW iu thk tv-vievv al the 
|(b)(6), (b)(7)(C) I with the paper 
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Skaoden, Arps. Slate, Meagher & Flcm llf 

f AAJQ wE* yqP.< AVEsiuE, 4W, 

WASHi?<6TfSN, D.C* 20005*2 t l I 

IEuicii J«7t 7000 
ffiXl ;*&2> 393-F7SO 
WW»-.gF3CtJeri com 

*S***»4W 

«AWV O.TtttH0«jS»«(At»ei» COM 

December 14, 2012 

Dart M BcckwilZ. Esq. 

General Counsel 

US. Commodity Futures Trading Commi&sion 
1 155 21* Street, KW 
Washington, DC 20581 

Dear Dan: 

ThaaJss for your attention to ota cone m» regarding the of Seaton 8 tku by attain 

CFTC employees -xad third parties. We beema concerned when we reviewed an article that was 
cc-audiored by Andrei Kirilenko and drat specifically disclaimed status as a Commission 
publication. Thank yon ibr pointing out that Dr. Kirilenko had also co-authored an article in 
20 10, regarding the flash crash, that also used CMC Section 8 data and tbai also declaimed being 
a Cfnwni!»k.<u poUiwtiya, Wc believe thal dw me tst Section 8 data - including trade aouet* « 
ibr the preparation ofiu»i'€oiwniision spoosoxed publWHtons violates Seeriort 8. 
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vm waw 
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AMCrAklg 
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Page 2 


It appears chat the Commissions Chief Economist has both used Section 8 data sold 
provided access to Scctioe 8 data to tjos-CFTC economists and their assistants for purposes of 
published academic research io violation of Section 8. We appreciate that your Office is looking 
into this situation. 

In order to avoid any doebt we have listed below the issues that we believe are raised by 
this ooqdum* 

1 . Has the Commission authorised its Chief Eecawmist to use Section 8 data for purposes of 

academic research? Is the ebbtoe of topic reviewed in advance by any officer of tb® 

Commission 0 If so, which officer? Are the Commissioners given any advance notice that the 
research is being concluded? Art the Commisskwws required to give fonrwd approval before the 
research is published ? 

2. If thf* Commission has aulharized its Chief Economist fa nse Section 8 data for purposes 
of his academic research, wh*$ & the statutory or other legal bwi? for that authorization? 

3. What system of supervision is 'm place to review any such research before publication, 
and what was done in the coses referenced above? Who approved the publication of Dr, 
Kirilenko's research? Who approved t he stl<*£tkm oftncUvIduais to whom the data was 
provided? In what form w« the data pmviJud? What specific data elements were provided? 
Who? safeguards wert employed to protect the data that was exposed to noQ>Cdn3mission 
employee*# Did Dr. Kirilenko or anyone else at the CFTC utilise data aiming meehanii>niK to 
protect identifying flute elements? What date is allowed to leave CFTC premises? If so, what 
was done to protect that data alter it leaves the premises? Is the data provided to third parties 
reviewing the research ns part of a pea review process? What processes are m place to provide 
assurance that all date provkitd to third parties is returned io the CFTC and is not used by third 
parties for any reason not aphorized by the CFTC'* 

4. Absent specific Commission authorization, doer, the Chief Economist have authority to 
use Section 8 data lor purposes of his ateifcroie research 0 

5. Has the Commission or the Chief Economist authorized r^i-Commission employ ecu, 
including 'academics" or their assistants, to have jkieess to Section 8 d«te lot any purpose? 

6. If SO; for whit purpose, nibjeef to what limitations mid pjrotsdKme and under whjtf legal 
authority? 

7. If the Commission or its- Chief Economist provides Section 8 data to non-Commission 
employee 'academics," how does the Commission select which non- Commits ton employee 
"academics ’ to favor with Section 8 date lor their private research? 

As you might expert, a number of castoineix of our client CM E Group, Inc. have 
expressed their concern that Section 8 data has been shared with nos -Commission employees 
engaged m academic research. CME provides that date to the Commission and its staff 
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Dan M. Bcrkevjtz. Esq. 

December 24, 2012 
PageS 

routinely because the Commission requires ihe CME to do so for the Commission's regulatory 
purposes. Market participants world-wide expect the integrity and confidentiality of all Section 
8 data to be maintained. Any misuse of Section 8 data, we know, would he cMtiideied a serious 
violation of law by the CME and its customers and, we believe, the Commission itself. 

We look forward to d iscussing these matters further with you upon the completion of 
your inquiry. 


Sincerely, 

MarkD. Young 
letroftfE. Salznum 


3 
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US. COMMODITY FUTURES TRADING COMMISSION 
tH*w kaeSsysrttB Centre 
mi 21 st Street, WAT, WH htr§ta«L DC 20S61 
T0Japi?of»:^O2)4tWaO& 
f acaimfia: 

; : ; ; ;RW,«#fcJ tt* 



C&simuB 


/amory 24* 2013 




Roy A-Lavik 
iropccta Getirnti 

0,1 Commodity Futures Tradiag Commission 
Tfem# Lafayette Cmttt 
tt$521tt$«rtr«,NW 
WasWr^toa, DC 20581 





I am writing to falW-up cn my staff’s txnnE&umeation wkh y^or offio* oft December II, 2012, 
regtodiag mattoa relating io research conducted or toppcrled by the Office of Chief Economist 
pd&T) within the Commodity Futuna Trading Ccroroiasiaft <hGft?£r% The OC3& oofMiocuc 
i-tmtab pH^rnn focuses on the quarto ttstive ewlyHia ofdiarjges itt tailing technology, wadhg 
irntrameats, and types of marital particjpawls, end makes the rendu of its research avs^able to 
the public. Review of 0 k OCH research program lon&tt Srdfcatos tfwtt there n^BPdntg 

lht uk of jwo-pubfo data by the OCE and visiting academics. Additionally, there appear to be 
issues regarding the manner in which scadamJc GonsuJcant« and contractor? were brought uatG.lfce 
agency, thmr statiw wife respect to the sgettty, their ecows to OTIC system* and infomutfoB, 
md Use adequacy of related docuroeol&iien, I behove kill of li»*« lisaas wttnuifyow* review. 


Separately, as fiirthfif described below, 1 have directed the CFTC staff to suspend the external 
publication of waatth eoadutted or supported by DCB, and w> temwisto acoos* to noo»pubUc 
tfato by OCE personnel other than CFTC full-time employees wiikin OCE. t haw also directed 
tfio CFTC. staff to wxnntnead or implement. as appropriate, correutive or 

ixogreimTiatic uapiwenwnts that may be werrsrued- Our review of this matte* is ongoing, 

Oil December $, 2012, counsel for an outside jwaofl contacted the CFTC’s Genera] Chattel and 
raised quastiress <»su»rniRg research based upon CFTC iweq^UUHb data, hi fliis and in 
subsequent oaamutticaiicBa, ihc person raised question regarding the use of tm-ptMe CFTC 
data te pmWiciy available reasarch pspm, tbe authority of OCE employees and others to conduct 
such research, and the types of controls the CFTC has regarding access to, u» of release of data 
that h protected from release under Section 8 of the Commodsty Exchange Act 


App. 2 
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At my direction, the Office of Oeneia] Counsel (XfQC*) tjtmnedtetegy began to look into these 
uiftSKr*. On Derambe? ?, 3»32, after OQC’a ini&ti itoutoy'bf&e ebastodt of OCE-suppMt«J 
Tttsereb activities identified deficiencies in docuraaotaiwn, GGC, in ooosultstiot* with my offrcr, 
directed the Chkf Economist to insure that all OCE ew^toj^e#, coasskscrts, mi contractors 
stwrittg!, publishing, distributing* or otherwktt renkhi g fivsikbl* any rentes or other 
products gteasrawd; with Comsnisstofi dM a. to toy rwjnCoroadssiOft Individuals oi parties. The 
C^jsf E«5s»0u'st }»®j«S*toJy issued this awspettswo, Also A my diiectjoo, on Tuesday, 
EffiefiEfther U, 2012, Brie JuzdsusB, the Chief Qpesaftng Officer, rofonned yarn pfKce of the 
cancemt :flsat had bseo raised regarding CK^apporteii Teawask *wJ itW &£*■; was poauibk: 
kwe* that tb? 8@wtcy wss reviewing. Oa. tteasober 12, tfc» CFTC teraiinstwi access to the 
ageocy systems aid databases, metading a «aad-«Irsie system called OCEnet, of tJl io&v*dfcjij& 
wilbia: tfca OCE research program other than fufl*iin» agency canploydes wOhlfl OCR. 
FollcTwtog foes* actions. the CFTC staff has been tuviewittg Itw «wouim, piaoumsni, 

logistic*, dais, and legal issues raised by the OCE rowtreh program; sod will take any further 
step? that we deem appropriate. 

CFTC Dtefif aad l «re available A ywar coovenionce eo brief you or your staffia mare detail on 
these issues sari crar review to date, if you have toy <tucsth>as, please do not hesitate to eoniact 
Mr. jofiSK,. : 


Thank you for your attention to this rastoxr. 
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From: |W(6)-(P)(7) T fPepUty General Counsel] 

Sent: Friday, December 07, 2012 06:22 PM 

To: Kirilenko, Andrei 

Cc: Juzenas, Eric; Serkovitz, Dan M; Thompson, Anthony C.^(b)(6), (b)(7)(C) j 

Subject: Follow Up on OCE Review Discussion 

Andrei - Thank you for meeting with us today. As you know, the Commission was notified about the 
potential disclosure of protected, confidential or non-public, economic or official Commission 
information in a paper produced by an unpaid consultant in the Office of the Chief Economist. We are 
currently reviewing the Commission information referenced and used for compliance with section Sf a) 
of the Commodity Exchange Act, Commission regulations on the disclosure of information, and the 
terms of any applicable Non-Disclosure Agreements 

As we discussed, throughout the duration of the review, please direct all of your staff (including 
employees, consultants (both paid and unpaid), and contractors) in the Office of the Chief Economist 
to immediately cease sharing, publishing, distributing, or otherwise making available any papers or 
other products generated with Commission data to any non -Commission individuals or parties. 
Additionally, please remind your staff that they are prohibited from discussing or otherwise disclosing 
any Commission information that that they have received in the course of their work lor or 
engagement with the Commission to non -Commission individuals or parties. See 17 C.F.R. § 

140,735-5, 

We ask that you please document these instructions to your staff in writing and provide 
confirmation to us ones you have completed notifying all of your staff 

If you have questions about the review or this e-mail, please do not hesitate to contact me, Thank you. 
■ [(b)(6), ( [ [Deputy General Counsel) 
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Publication 

year 

Journal 

Title 

1,976 

American Journal of 
Agricultural Economics 

Food policy: implications for the food industry 

1977 

American Journal of 
Agricultural Economics 

Commodity futures exchanges and the north-south 
dialogue 

1977 

Western Journal of 
Agricultural Economics 

Government Regulation and the Futures Markets I 

1978 

International 

Organ! nation 

Food Markets and their Regulation 

1979 

American Journal of 
Agricultural Economics 

A regulator's perspective on regulatory research 

1980 

American Journal of 
Agricultural Economics 

Futures Markets: The Interaction of Economic 

Analyses and Regulation: Discussion 

1981 

Financial Analysts 

Journal 

A Comparison of Options and Futures in the 
Management of Portfolio Risk 

1982 

Financial Analysts 

Journal 

A Comparison of Margin Requirements for Options 
and Futures 

1984 

Review of Futures 

Markets 

Regulation of Futures Markets: Theory and Practice 

198.7 

American Journal of 
Agricultural Economics 

Market regulation and international use of futures 
markets 

198.7 

Journal of Futures 

Markets 

Futures trading and the price volatility of GNMA 
certificates - Further evidence 

; 1986 

American Journal of 
Agricultural Economics 

Cross-compliance fur erosion control: anticipating 
efficiency and distributive impacts; comment 

1986 

Journal of Futures 

Markets 

Insider trading in futures markets: a discussion 

I9S7 

American Journal of 
Agricultural Economics 

Expectations and commodity price dynamics; the 
overshooting model: comment 
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Title 

1987 

Economic Affairs 

Regulating financial services: how severe are the 
dangers? 

1987 

Financial Analysts 

Journal 

Stock Index Futures: does the dog wag the tail? 

| 1987 

Journal of Futures 

Markets 

Factors affecting agricultural futures price variance 

. 1987 

Journal of Futures 

Markets 

Transactions data tests of the black model for 
soybean futures options 

! 1987 

Journal of Futures 

Markets 

An analysts of cash and futures prices in the delivery 
period of maturing contracts in the coffee "c" marker, 
1972-1.981 

1988 

Financial Analysts 

Journal 

Stock index futures and stock market activity in. 
October 1987 

1988 

Journal of Futures 

Markets 

A note: do futures prices always reflect the cheapest 
deliverable grade of the commodity 

1.988 

Journal of Futures 

Markets 

Optimal exercise of the switching option in treasury 
bond arbitrages 

1988 

Review of Fut ures 

Markets 

The Intradaily Variability of Soybean Futures Prices: : 
Information and Trading Effects 

1989 

Book: Research in 

Financial Services: 

Private and Public Policy 

Thrift - Institution Failures: Estimating the 

Regulator’s Closure Rule 

1989 

Book: Stock Market: 
Bubbles, Volatility and 
Chaos 

Statistical Analysis of Price and Basis Behavior: 
October 12-26, 1987 S&P 500 Futures and Cash 

199(1 

Book; Advances in 

Futures and Options 
Research 

Empirical Analysis of the Liquidity of The S&P 500 
Index Futures Market During the October 1987 

Market Break 

: 
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Publication 

year 

Journal 

Tide 

1990 

Journal of Applied 
Corporate Finance 

The new regulation of hybrid debt instruments 

1990 

Journal of Finance 

Initial public offerings and underwriter reputation 

1991 

Financial Management 

Share repurchase mechanisms: a comparative 
analysis of efficacy, shareholder wealth, and 
corporate control effects 

199 i 

Journal of Real Estate 
Finance and Economics 

Temporal Relationships Among Adjustable Rate 
Mortgage Indexes 

1991 

Review of Futures 

Markets 

On the Existence of an Optimal Tick Size 

| 

1991 

Review of Futures 

Markets 

Do Circuit Breakers Moderate Volatility ? Evidence 
from October 1989 

1991 

Review of Futures 

Markets 

Who Owns the Quotes? A Case Study into the 
Definition and Enforcement of Properly Rights at the j 
Chicago Board of Trade 

1991 

Western Journal of 
Agricultural Economics 

Impact of Cash Settlement on Feeder Cattle Basis 

1992 

Journal of Banking & 
Finance 

'Tests of the nominal contracting hypothesis using 
stocks and bonds of the same firms 

1992 

Journal of Futures 

Markets 

The effects of amendments to rule 80u on liquidity, 
volatility, and price efficiency in the 5&P 500 
futures 

1992 

Journal of Real Estate 
Finance and Economics 

Determinants of the ARM Share of National and 
Regional Lending 

1992 

Real Estate Economics 

Seasonal variation in cost of funds at thrift 

institutions 

1993 

Journal of Applied 
Econometrics 

Intra-day futures price volatility: information effects 
and variance persistence 
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Publication 

year 

; Journal 

Title 

1993 

i Journal of Business 

Tests of Unbiasedness in (he Foreign Exchange 

Futures Markets: an Examination of Price Limits and 
Conditional Hetcrosccdasticity 

1994 

Business Lawyer 

Using Finance Theory to Measure Damages in Cases ; 
Involving Fraudulent Trade Allocation Schemes 

1994 

Journal of Derivatives 

Market Maker Competition cm Futures Exchanges 

1994 

Journal of Derivatives 

The Exercise of Equity Options: Theory and 

Empirical Tests 

1994 

Journal of Futures 

Markets 

An Intraday Analysis of Bid - Ask. Spreads and Price 
Volatility in the S&P 500 Index Futures Market 

1994 

Journal of Futures 

Markets 

A Time Series Approach to Testing Market Linkage: j 
Unit Root and Coimegration Tests 

1994 

Journal ol Law and 
Economics 

Residual Claims in Bankruptcy ! 

| 1994 

Management Science 

An analysis of the risk in discretely rebalanced 
option hedges and delta-based techniques 

; 1995 

Journal of Futures 

Markets 

The Failure of the Mortgage-Backed Futures ] 

Contract 

1995 

Journal of Business 

Standard & poor's 5(X) index futures volatility and 
price changes around die New York Stock Exchange 
dose 

1996 

Journal of Financial 
Intermediation 

The performance and market impact of dual trading: 
CME rule 552 j 

1996 

Journal Of Futures 

Markets 

Market making wiih price limits 

1996 

Review of Financial 

Studies 

Index arbitrage and nonlinear dynamics between the 
5&P500 futures and cash 
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Publication 

year 

Journal 

Title 

1997 

Journal of Futures 

Markets 

Crop year influences and variability of the 
agricultural futures spreads 

1997 

Journal of Futures 

Markets 

Futures market transaction costs 

1998 

Journal of Futures 

Markets 

Trading volume and transaction costs in futures 
markets 

1999 

Journal of Banking & 
Finance 

Maturity structure of public debt and expected bond 

returns 

1999 

Journal of Financial and 
Quantitative Analysis 

Market liquidity and U'ader welfare in multiple dealer 
markets: evidence from dual trading restrictions 

1999 

Journal of Futures 

Markets 

Modeling nonlinear dynamics of daily futures price 
changes 

1999 

Journal of Statistical 
Computation and 
Simulation 

A Monte Carlo investigation of The BDS Statistic 

1999 

Rev iew of Futures 

Markets 

Do Professional Traders Exhibit Loss Realization j 

Aversion? 

2000 

Journal of Financial 
Services Research 

A Test of Integration and Cointegration of 
Commercial Mortgage Rates 

2000 

Journal of Futures 

Markets 

Examining futures price changes and volatility on the 
trading day after a limit-lock day 

2000 

Journal of Futures 

Markets 

Trading volume, bid-ask spread, and price volatility 
in futures markets 

2003 

Review of Quantitative 
Finance and Accounting 

The Split of the S&P 500 Futures Contract: Effects 
on Liquidity and Market Dynamics 

2004 

Futures Industry 

Do Bltxk trades Harm Markets'' 

2004 

Journal of Business 

Causality and Price Discovery: An Application of Directed 
Acyclic Graphs 
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Publication 

year 

Journal 

Title 

2004 

Journal of Futures 

Markets 

Contract modifications and the basis behavior of live 
cattle futures 

2004 

RAND Journal of 

Economics 

Patterns of retail price variation 

2004 

Southern Economic 

Journal 

Integration and causality in international freight 
markets modeling with error correction and directed 
acyclic graphs 

2004 

Journal of Consumer 

Policy 

How Retailers Select Products to Go on Sale: 

Evidence from Store-Level Data 

2005 

Journal of Finance 

Do professional traders exhibit myopic loss 
aversion? An experimental analysis 

2005 

Journal of Financial 
Research 

Estimating the value of delivery options in futures 

contracts 

2005 

Journal of Forecasting 

Conditional volatility forecasting in a dynamic 
hedging model 

2005 

Journal of Futures 

Markets 

Asymmetric volatility of basis and the theory of 
storage 

2005 

Journal of Futures 

Markets 

[ftformtitfon tnmMnission in electronic versus open-outcry 
trading systems: an analysis of U S. equity index futures 
markets 

2005 

Journal of Futures 

Markets 

Derivative pricing model and time-series approaches 
to hedging: a comparison 

2005 

Journal of Public 

Economics 

Credible assignments can improve efficiency in 
laboratory public goods games 

2005 

Proceedings of the 

National Academy of 
Sciences of the United 

States of America 

A Simple Test of Expected Utility Theory Using 
Professional Traders 
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Publication 

year 

Journal 

Title 

2005 

Review of Futures 

Markets 

When Contract Sire Matters: The Case of Equity 

Index Futures 

2005 

Review of Futures 

Markets 

Liquidity and Price Discovery' on Floor versus 
Screen-Based Trading Systems: An Analysis of 
Foreign Exchange Futures Markets 

2005 

Review of Economics 

and Statistics 

Generic drug industry dynamics 

2006 

Journal of Futures 

Markets 

Causality in futures markets 

2006 

Journal of Futures 

Markets 

Transaction tax and market quality of the Taiwan 
stock index futures 

2007 

Journal of Alternative 
Investments 

Hedge Funds, Volatility, and Liquidity Provision in 
Energy Futures Markets 

2007 

Journal of Finance 

Information Cascades: Evidence from a Field 
Experiment with Financial Market Professionals I 

2007 

Journal of Industrial 
Economics 

The effect of group size and asymmetries oil die 
incentive to reveal group-specific information 

2007 

Managerial and Decision 
Economies 

"Branded Generics" a_s a strategy to limit 
cannibalization of pharmaceutical markets 

2007 

Berkeley Electronic 

Journal of Theoretical 

Economies 

Pricing behavior of Multi-Product Retailers 

2007 

Book: European 
Pharmaceutical. Policy 
and the Global Market 

Competition in Generic Drugs: The American 
Experience and Lessons for Europe 

2009 

Book: Finance el Valeurs 

The Changing Structure of Energy Futures Markets 
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rule 

: 2009 

Book: Financial 
Derivatives: Pricing and 
Risk Management 

Clearing and Settlement 

2009 

Book: Financial 
Derivatives; Pricing and 
Risk Management 

The development and current state of derivatives 
markets 

2009 

Book; Financial 
Derivatives: Pricing anti 
Risk Management 

Speculation and hedging 

2009 

Book: Financial 
Derivatives: Pricing and 
Risk Management 

Equity derivatives 

2009 

Book; Financial 
Derivatives: Pricing and 
Risk Management 

The regulation of U.S. commodity futures and 
options 

2009 

Journal of Futures 

Markets 

Reversing the lead or a series of unfortunate events'? 
NYMEX, ICE, and Amaranth 

2010 

Journal of Alternative 

Investments 

Commodities and Equities: Ever a Market of One"? 

2010 

Journal of Futures 

Markets 

Why do expiring futures and cash prices di verge for 
grain markets? 

2010 

Aestimatio 

The Puzzle of Privately Imposed Price Limits: Arc 
tire Limits Imposed by Financial Exchanges 

Effective? 

2011 

Journal of Futures 

Markets 

Demutualization and customer protection at self- 
regulatory financial exchanges 

201 1 

Journal of Alternative 
Investments 

The Role of Speculators During Times of Financial 
Distress 
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Publication 

year 

Journal 

Title 

2012 

Journal of Policy 

Modeling 

New regulatory authority over significant price 
discovery contracts: An example of natural gas 
swaps with econometric applications 

200 

Book: Handbook on 
■Systemic Risk 

Strategic Interactions of Financial Networks for the 
Analysis of Systemic Risk 

| 
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The Office ofthe General Counsel has convicted its review of Paperrf3. Out review included an 
evaluation of the findings of OCE Paper Review Committee. review for compliance with the Standards of 
Ethical Conduct tor Employees of (he Executive Branch, review for compiBiKe with contracting 
requirements under the Federal Acquisition Regulations. atrfansnsihra^ paper fits within 

the permitted research activities set forth in 7 U.S.C. 5 22 |(b)(6),(b)(7)(C) Economist m the 

Office of Chief Economist, has confirmed for us that the writing ot this paper was iindertaken as one of 
the permitted research activities set forth in Section 18 of die Commodity Exchange ActfCEA), codified 
at? Tj.S.c. §22.to assist CFTC in the development of educational and other informational materials 
legardine futures trading among, producers, market users ami the general pub lic and to car ry out die 
general purposes of the Commodity Exchange Act, as amended. hi particular, MW) |lias noted that 
the research fosters the public interest by providing insight into the price rtiscow^fcj&txms of 
markets and investigating the impacts of tec hnology and the interaction of different trader types on the 
dynami cs of the price process. Additionally] ! D )(6 ), ( b ) |fiufher explained that research on price 
discovery is relevant to the Commission s interest in tbsfemig transparency in the futures and swaps 
markets and the paper includes specific results that have a direct beating on price discover, role of the 
centralized market of DCMs. 


Accwding to information provided by rite Office of the Executive Director and the Procurement Office, 


two of the three authors were contractors and f 
roduction ofthe uauer CFTC contractor 


QIQKQltlXg^B EiMiLgaksaJmiui gaiiaai x >» » smillE 




(b)(6), (b)(7)(C) 


compensation nom the 


and one tn|ib)(6), (b)(7)(C) 
for the research and production 01 the paper. 


ensatton from the CF TC for the reseaic h 
orked under contracts (b)(6),(b)(7) I 

l the CFTC for the rcsStTOrOTr 

mied work un der two conttat tt, one 
In both cases.[(b)(6).(b)(7)lreceive<l 


The tlnrd authoi. former CFTC employee Andrei Kirilenko wrote this paper as prut of his official 
duties. As a federal employee. Mr Kirilenko was subject to the federal ethics regulations and other 
agency-speetfic and government wide laws and regulations for federal employees. OCE lias confirmed 
that Mr. Kirilenko produced tills paper in he- official capacity within the scope of lusr duties. In addition, 
he received no additional compensation for this paper from sources outside the government 


This paper was cleared by the Paper Review .CofBKBSee far publication based on a review of the paper 
itself, a review of information provided by the authors and the committee's conclusion rii.i t “release o f the 
paper did not present a significant disclosure risk" of information protected by Section 8 of die CEA, 
codified at 7 U.S.C. § 12. More specifically, the paper Review Committee lias informed OGC that 'The 
paper utifes confidential CFTC data but aggregates die data to present results that do not present an 
unacceptable risk of fUsehsnre ” Dining the Paper Review Coiamitree’s examination of this paper in the 
slimmer of 2013, the Committee conducted a detailed review ofibe paper including all sables. The Paper 
Review Committee noted “Reading the entirety of the papei. the Committee concluded that the number of 
HFTs {High Frequency Traders] examined does not fall to a level, dial, presented substantial disclosure 
risk” The Paper Review Committee also noted that "the information about the participants in The market 
did not represent an inappropriate disclosure, but rather provided useful information that did not reveal 
confidential utfermaurm. fltis is especially true, given that the conclusions relate to the HFT industry, 
rather than to any particular HFT firm." Aside front slieir analysis of the conclusions m the paper, the 
Paper Review Committee also considered whether information protected by Section 8 of the CEA. is 
disclosed within -he tables contained in the paper For example with regard to Fable 3 in the paper, the 
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Paper Review Committee noted **... this mfon nation, was segregated over s particular (one month) time 
interval and that the cells were constructed using data from many firms and pair wise groupings, As 
noted before, each firm type (aggressive HFTs, passive HFTs and mixed HFTs) is an aggregate of many 
firms.’’ The Paper Review Committee went on to conclude that the data in Table 3 provided “no 
significant disclosure list" Consequently, OGC concurs with the conclusions of the Paper Review 
Committee that there is no significant risk of disclosure of Section S data relating to the release of this 
paper. 

.Aside from the determination relating to Section S. the paper » considered a government work product 
and may not be individually copyrighted by the authors . Q0D concurs with the conclusion of the Paper 
Review Committee and dears tin* paper for publication subject to the use of the disclaimer provided 

below. 


The following disclaimer must be used: 


The research presented in this p aper was co-authored bv lfb)(6).(blf7)( lafotm er { (FTC contractor ajjp 
' ' ' ' " idf 


I an d 


(b)(6), (b)(7)(C) | a 


performed work under contiacts|(b)(6), (b)(7)(C) laad ilb)[6Vl’b)t7itC)" . , _ 

forme r CFTC contractor who penoraieti wore utwet contiacts|(b)|b), (D)(7)(C) |anij(t>)f6),(b)(7)(C)j 
|(b) [ Andrei Kirilenko, former CFTC Chief Economist, wav also a co-author who wrote Hu s paper m his 
official capacity with the CFTC. The Office of the Chief Economist and CFTC economists produce 
original research on a braid range of topics relevant to the CFTC’s mandate to regulate commodity future 
markets, commodity ojitions markets, and the expanded mandate to regulate the swaps markets pursuant 
to the Dodd-Frank Wall Sheet Reform and Consumer Protection Act. These papers are often presented at 
conferences and many of these papers are later published by peet -review and other scholarly outlets The 
analyses and conclusions expressed in this paper are those of the authtas and do not rellect the views of 
other members of the Office of Chief Economist, other Commission staff, or the Commission itself. 


2 


App. 5 OGC Review Memos 




275 


Appendix 002 


U S Commodity Ftrtnres Trading Commission REDACTED 

Office of the Inspector Genera! by C FTC 


Partfi:Jlfi.„ 


(b)(6), (a)(7)(C) 


H 


(b)(6), (b)(7)(C) 


The Office of the General Counsel has completed its review of Paper MO. Oin review included an 
evaluation of the findings of the OCE Paper Review Committee. review for cmuplianee with the 
Standards of Ethical Conduct for Euployees of the Executive Brandi. tcvKW for compliance with 
contracting requirements under the Federal Acquisition Regulations. pad an analysis of whether th e paper 
6s within the permitted research activities set forth in 7 U.S.C § 22,[(b)(6), (b)(7)(G) ] 

EcoBonust in the Office of the Chief Economist, has confirmed for us that the writing of this paper was 
undertaken as one of the permitted research activities set forth rn Section 18 of the Commodity Exchange 
Act ("CEA”), codified at 7 U.S.C. § 22. in the development of educational and other informational 
nin'niHls regar ding futures trading among prodneets, market users and the general public and to cany out 
the general purposes of the Commodity Exchange Act. as amended. In particular, |(b)(6),(b) jhas noted 
tot the research fosters the public interest by providing insight into the behavior of potentially large, 
potentially correlated actors in futures markets: central banks. Specifically, the growth of central bank 
leserve assets and the active use of central banks in listed and over-the-counter derivatives markets 
represents a significant occurrence ill futures markets hading, and tlx - impact is not well understood Tins 
research examines the magnitude of trading by central Jrantg and lyhether activity across central banks 

further observed that understanding the 
relevant to the Commission's interest 


(b)(6), (b) 

i i.7iiei 


appears to be coordinated auioug actors. Additionally 
effects of potentially large participants in futures markets Vs highly 
in regulating activities in these markets. 



Tins jwper w as cleared by the Paper Review Committee for piibticatiou based 00 a review of the paper 
itself, a review of information provided by the authors, and the committee's conclusion that no 
information protected by Section 8 of the CEA. codified at. ? U.S.C § 12. is revealed by the paper. More 
specifically, the Paper Review Committee has informed OGC tot "it is unlikely that the paper could be 
used to identify any particular central bank in a manner that allows identification of that bank's positions, 
transactions, or strategies " In regard to specific Tables m the papa - , “the Committee concluded (hat i» 
specific details about a particular instinitiou were revealed from tilt information provided" and that 
information "was too qualitative and incomplete to reveal confidential information.'’ Based U)X>B these 
representations, OGC concurs with the conclusion of ike Paper Review Committee relating to Section t 
data. 

Aside front die detennuuuion relating to Scctiou S. tlic p3pei is considered a government work product 
and may not be individually copyrighted by the authois OCG concurs witli the conclusion of the Pajier 
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Review C'oiiuriitlee and clears this pspei Cm pulilkaiioti subject to the use of the disclaimer provided 
below. 


The following disclaimer must be used; 

The research presented in this papa was co-authored bvlW'6h(0)(7)(C)| a former CFTC contractor who 
performed work tinder CFTC OCE contract (camract [?b)i6),(b)(7)|'Cj j 't CFTC 

limited term employee who was appointed as a consultant, and |(b)(6).(b)(7) . a CF1C limited temi 

employee who was appointed as a consultant. Die Office of rhcCtuCi i.vtftrt<Wst and CFTC economists 
produce original research, on a broad range of topics relevant to the CFICs mandate to regulate 
commodity futures markets, commodity options inarkels, and the expanded mandate to regulate the swaps 
markets pursuant to llie Dodd-Frank Wall Street Refomi and Consumer Protection Act. These papers are 
often presented at conferences nod many of these papers are later published by peer-review ami other 
scholarly outlets. The analyses and conclusions expressed in this paper are tlio.se of tbe authors mid do 
not reflect the views of other members of the Office of the Chief Economist, other Commission staff, or 
the Commission itself 


tinsel 


IJ.S. Commodity futures Trading Commission 
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, Panel 11.1 2 


1(b)(6), (b)(7)(C) 


Kirilenko, 


(b)(6), (B)(7)(C) 


lliy Andrei 


The Office of the General Counsel has completed its review of Paper M2 Onr review included an 
evaluation of the findings of the Paper Review Committee. review for compliance witlt die Standards of 
Ethical Conduct for Employees of the Execffiive Branch. review for compliance with contracting 
requirements under the Federal Acquisition Regulations, a nd an analysis of whether th e paper fits within 
the permitted research. activities set forth in 7 U.S.C. § 22. |(d)( 6),(0)(T)(C) Economist in the 

Office of the Chief Economist, lias confirmed for us that the W'iiHHg or tins paper was undertaken as one 
of the permitted research activities set forth in Section IS of the Commodity Exchange Act TCEA"), 
codified at 7 U.S.C, 5 22, in the development of educational anil other intonuationa! materials regarding 
futures trading among producer*, market users and the general public and to entry o ut the general 
purposes of the Commodity Exchange Act, as amended. In parttcularj(b)(6).(b)( ftas noted that the 
research fosters the public interest by providing insight into the 'Flash crash' ot May 6. 2010. (This 
event was previously discussed in a joint SEC-CFTC repent on the “Flash Crash” ) The research poses 
three questions: 1} How did Higli Frequency Traders (HFTs} trade on May 6? 2) What may have 
triggered the Had) Crash 9 3) What role did HFTs p!a_v in the Flash Clash? The analysis provides specific 
insight into the behavior and interactions of different trader types during this extreme event, facilitated by 
technological innovations. 


One of the co-authors of this papa . Andrei Kudenko, was a full -time CFTC employee who produced this 
paper in his official capacirawishinhhscopc of duty and received no other compensation for tliis 

*— ■’ employee for a pottkm of the time 

Ms work on lire paper was conducted 


7 ifC. -il was a fall-lime CFTC 


paper Another co-author.! ;b)(6),(b) 
when he worked on Urn paper ' 1 From|(0)(6),(b)(7)7C7 
in his officia l capacity w i thin Iris scope of duly) an d tic received no * bther compensation f or tlw 


per. From|(bj(6),(”b |rcj(b)(6), (b)(7)(C) |wasaCFTC contractor under contr net I ( b ) (6 ), (b)(7) 

li hit land rece iv ed compensation faun ilic C Ti'C tor the research and production ofthepairei. rtorii 
[(b)(6), (b)(7) tof(b)(6), (b)(7)(C) |'*as a CFTC contractor under connacf b)(6). (b)(7)(C) 

jffiA I KelV’giTcotticeiisa non ' tioni the f'F K 1 for the research and nrodiirtinn of the ta per, i lie thud cn- 
aiitli 0 f,|! 0)(6), (b)(7) | was a CFTC cniitractor under coiitrac[(b)'6),(b)(7)(C) (md received 

J iiau.m rroui the CFTC for die research and wxxfucttotiTr 
was a CFTC contractor iruder contiact|(B)(6). (b)(7)(C) 

. for die reseatvli and pr odnctioti of the paper. 


tgeppg r ' m ' eTB ial anthor[(b)(6), I 
1 and received compensation lions the 


Tliis; paper was cleared by the Paper Review Committee for publication based on a review of the paper 
itself, a review of information provided by the authors, and tire committee's conclusion that no 
information protected by Section 4 of rbe CEA. codified in 7 U.S.C § 12. is revealed by' the paper. More 
specifically, (be Paper Review Committee has informed OGC that rhe smalkst grouping of aggregated 
data, within the paper was for 1 5 market participants, sad that “1 5 was * sufficient level af aggregation for 
This sample” and ”a grouping of 1.5 wax likely to be sufficient to ensure that individual entity mfonnation 
was not revealed.” The. Paper Review Committee also discussed another table in the paper where “some 
cells might haw a small population.” but concluded that “this was unlikely to be an issue.” The table 
presented summary statistics of the aggregate market over a shot time fiame. “limiting the Committee's 
concern over improper revelation of confidential data." Based upon these representations. OGC concurs 
with tire conclusion of the Paper Review Committee relating to Sect ion S tteta. 


Aside ftoui the deteramuition relating to Section 8. die papa is considered a aoventmeui work product 
and may not. be iinlividuttlly copyrighted by the authors OCG concurs with the conclusion of the Paper 
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Review Curiiuuttee ami clews ibis papa fra publication subject to ihe use of tbe disclaimer provided 
below. 


The following disclaimer must be used: 


The Hsww yli jpaadgj in this papa was eo-amhored by Andrei Kirilenko, a fewer full-time CFTC 
a fanner CFTC contactor ivbo perfonned work under CFTC OCE contract 

.. e)n »j ovgi , and former CFCT contractor 


ar ch nrese 

cmptoyee,|(b)(6),(b) 


(b)(6), (b)(7)(C) 
wno oerwnneu worn 

uSmSs r 


(b)(6), (b) 


1(b)(6). (b)(7)(C) a 

niRR i r^rix ’- Tyc - Kt oiitfacts (0)^6), (D)(7)(C) 


aiul[(0)(6; 


_ a former CFTC offitmetor who pmoraket under CFT C OCE contract 

Ek Office of the Chief Economist and CFTC economists produce original researafonT~ 


-and. 


(b)(6), (b) 


range of topics relevant to tire CFTC’s mandate to regulate commodity fttnnes markers, commodity 
options markets, and the expanded mandate to regulate lie swaps markets pursuant to the Dadd-Frank 
Wall Street Reform and Consumer Prcirection Act These papers are often presented ai conferences and 


many of these papers are later pubtislied by peer-review and other scholarly outlets. The analyses and 
conclusions expressed in this paper are those of ike authors and do not reflect the views of oth« members 
of tbe Office of the Chief Economist, other Commission staff, or the Commission itself. 


SIT 

As.jistard General Counsel 

U.S, Commodity Futures Trading Commission 
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(b)(6), (b)(7)(C) 

The Office of the General Counsel has completed its review of Paper P24. Our review included an 
evaluation of the findings of the Paper Review Committee. review for compliance with the Standards of 
Ethical Conduct for Employees of the Executive Branch, review for compliance with contracting 
re .pure clients under the Federal Acquisition Regulations, a nd an. analysis of whether th e paper firs within 
the permitted research activities set forth m 7 1XS.C. § 22. j(b)(6),^b)(7’)(C) Economist in the 

Office of tiie Chief Economist, has confirmed for ns that tiie wining or mis paper was undcttafcen as one 
of the permitted research activities set forth in Section 18 of the Commodity Exchange Act ("CEA”), 
codified at l U.S.C. § 22, in the development of educational and other informational materials .regarding 
futures trading among producers, niaiket users and the general public a nd to carry o ut die general 
purposes of die Commodity Exchange Act as amended In uuticularJt^feUb^bias noted tlw lire 
research fosters the public interest by providing methodological reseanlitnmtlieciasMfu'nnon of trader 
types by algorithm using market data rather than by self-identification or through classification by simple 
summary statistics. This methodological research provides a building block for a belter understanding of 
price discovery mechanisms of markets and for investigating the impacts of technolog y and the 
interaction of different trader types on the dynamics of the price process. Additionally (b)(6), (b) further 
explained that research ou price discovery is reteyaiit to the Commission’s interest in 
transparency in the futures and swaps markets and the papa' includes specific proposals that have a direct 
hearing on {trice discovery role of die centralized market of DC'Ms. 

Office, 


Thispapei was cleared by ihe Paper Review ConimitKe for publication based on a review of thepapei 
itself a review of information provided bj The authors, and the committee's eonclusiou that no 
information protected by Section 5 of (he CEA. codified at ” U.S.C § 12, is revealed by tire paper More 
specifically, the Paper Review Committee has informed OGC that "very little of the paper is based on 
internal CFTC data” aad that The author lias sufficiently aggregated or masked information to avoid 
revealing position or other information protected under Section 8.” Based upon these representations, 
OOC concurs with tiie conclusion of die Paper Review Committee relating to Section S data. 

Aside from the determination, relating to Section S, the paper is considered a government work product 
and may not be individually copyrighted by the authors OCG concur, with tint Cortclwrotj of the Paper 
Rev iew Committee and clears this paper for publication sub ject to the use of the disclaimer provided 
below. 

The following disclaimer nuts* be used: 

The research presented in this paper- was authored by (b)(6), (b)(7)(C) , f onYK; CFTC contractor who 

performed work under CfTC OCE contract {contract !. I he Office of die Chief 

Economist and CFTC economists produce original research on a broad range of topics relevant to the 
CFTCT mandate to regulate commodity tares markets, commodity options markets, and the expanded 
mandate to regulate the swaps markets pursuant to the Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer 
Protection Act These papers are often presented at conferences and many of these papers are later 
published by peer -review and other scholarly outlets. The analyses and conclusions expressed in this 


)- (b)(7)(C) 


nation provided by ihe Office of the Chi ef Economist and the P rocurement 
1. was * CFTC contractor tinder contiact[(p)(6), (b)(7)(C) ^uid reeeivei 


tisaiion from the CFTC for the research presented in tms the paper. 
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paper rue those of the authors and do not reflect the views of other members of Ihe Office of the Chief 
Economist , other Commission staff, or the Commission itself. 


1(D)(6), (b)(7) 

Assistant General Counsel 

U.S. Commodit/ futures Trading Commission 
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U.S. Commodity 'Futures Trading Commission 
Office of che Inspector General 


Commodity Futures Trading Commission Management Response 
to the Office of the Inspector General’s 
Confide n dal Discussion Draft of the 

Review of the Comtni&totrs Response to Allegations Pertaining to the Office 
of the Chief Economist 


Dated: February 22, 2014 


..,y r .A 

hiwfit R. Ctsawdri, Cw-t1*wi <if. Stag: A < ...f 
Co-Oijei Operating: Office? 

Anthony C. TtaotpMa, IfoecHitae Oirectcr/r v- 
joszihsa L. Msscm. -Uezzeod C ffiaself- 


s<ys^xza L. Msscm. -U^Beral Conase^r' * 
lohn L Chief Monnaftcm Closer..., 

Snasvsswa. Chief B$onoa&-si' S 


Sr- 
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Caafidertikit- 

AiMt*rk<cti few Internet CFTC &}strtinttroti ■jnd&oitn’ Onfe 


liitrwtocitott 


In January 20 1 3, '.heo-Cummoduy Pauses Trading Commission ('‘CFTC” or “Commission") 
Ghntnmui Gary Genster CChilrtnan") requeued a frrmai reve’rtagaJMvn into issues regarding the 
use of non-public dslaby the Office of the Chief Economist ("OCE") and (htmaiuierlr, which 
academic consultants and coftirucrtorsi were brought into: the agency, their status with respect to 
the agency, their access to CFTC systems tod information, and ffw Adaquasy of related 

In hb'reqeest, the Chairman nofe4 ibstr-GFTC staff were •res f fewiPg; : Ip^^. 
spanning. sevcrel Hnj»ria»i ftuKiliOfti: « she agency: human *ea«i«es*|^^ . 

d 3 ta, and legal. 2 He.atsa noted that all of these issutw warranted the Inspector (^dftrat^ye^iew, i ‘ 
In response to this letter, foe Inspector General opened an investi gation to review t^Jgcfs 
relevant to the issuer raised in the Chairroat^’s leacr. : — ^ ^ 


0> 


Qti December IK, 2013, the Office of the Inspector General Confidential 

Discussion. Draft of its Review of thn Commission’s Respc-n^^AU^alcns Pertaining to tlit 
Office of the OudfEcpqomtsi' ftieieif&tfter "the Draft Repoxff% CMtaagehenf. 4 CFTC 

Manag«nept appreciates the opportunity to review and Report ar4 also 

appreciates the time and Attotitf on that the OJG has jprot ^kwfig the issues raised by the 
Chairman, Wht le the. Draft Report sets forth ra*$3tto iltert^ control issues and deficiencies., wt? 
want to bring to your attention several issues w^avo raffled that tvw believe warrant certain 
lev'tstOKS in tile Draft Report:, . : : ir 

I % % 

As. explained below. CFiC Mana^rnsnti^iflj^ owrectim to ensure the complete accuracy of 
the document and to address certain instarfOon'n which statements in the Draft Report may be 
read as conflicting «nd cuntosdid4-:y.*^c also request further sourcing and attribution of k*jo<? 
of the feci* alleged 5o the D.^l^pOrtfas well as the relevant witness statements or other 
documentation, such as egiMoi%|droimstrottve paperwork, reviewed and relied upon hy the 
DIG to reach spcciftc^ij^&pus and make recommendations. As further explained below, 
CFTC ManftgK^t wiifec&tfftfei legal conclusions sel forth in the Draft Rqpurl 
concerning the appli^Uffy of the First Anrendmern to writ condEctcd in OCG and the review 
process ^piet%mh|hy the agency, the appointment authority of the Chief Economist, 
rfi^roamiyts^^fe^onj: of paperwork, aivi trar applicability of outside employment ethics 
LaltCkiH t&pCE economists. 


: : Letter fratftL Jacy OwatevChactnan, Commodity futures ‘TVjdiagCftuduv's^.'., la Kay Larti^ Ceiwrai, 

Ccaniabifity Fwurer Trading 24. WAfy ftiereiisafier “Oenslcr tutor ito'OIGouOCI?’), 


DjxaiiisKP. Draft, 


4 OFFICE OF fHK SttMCMfc GfcN., CGMMOOffY FUTURES TltAO'MG CUftCfi, • 

Rgv$w eff tub cw^Mny- rv Fre>f*» Tlwieeej Ccmm'n tespewsE to Allegations pertaining to ths QFHICfc 
OF THE QO£F ECOM&h&T f?t) I 3) QS8SfeSSftff’. 'TfeAFT REPORT"). 
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in this response tve indude spedfc suggestions to address some of rite idfirmfkd rnues. 
frwiiudina wvUtons to some portions of the Draft Report or requests for more ta«s to enable 
Cf 1 TO MtrifgffmcM to snafce appropriate decisions cm how to respond to dw* OiG's finding end 
ennchisiw*, We 'he eppomnsiy to discuss ihe iatues kteniiHed and our 

rtWiUttSKdatios* with the 010 further 


Part I of roena>s*ndc(s provides hsskgyoasd aru-5 k summary of CF-TC Manatfement^t**on 
taken In respond to the isauca identified Vra the Chairman's refcrrei to the OW . Part 11 respwtds 
to the OiCj’a conclusion that the temporary suspension of publications produced i>y 
economists pclr^tsuHy vtobttea Sgerior. I P of the Commodity Exchange Act {'‘CEA"}.^ tj’lriT. 1 
also discusses the use of CFTC data ct economic research papers and fesponS^ ^tf^ OKi'c 
-findings amJ erpnchmmss that the OCE economists ppppprly at&asieil Ossimi^jdi^djiSi under the 
'ee^nriikririsdardi pogyam, and suefc®**w to date and di<M%vfo)afc Sewtofc S of 

the CEA* or tiieMviicy Actof Ad* 1 )- 7 Part Jii sets J^f|pe Ma^pjQaenTs 

view <>f dia eewicct Finn Amesidtocni review standard for paper^ ^j3tte^]by;0CE eoorsnmrsts 
and tosponds to the Draft Report’ s aDegt&on that the CFTC P«toeas may 

poieniiaily serve 39: a prior reslzsioi t« ;F$ist Amendment Part I'll: also 

sespoads to uriain factual statements in the Dmft Riqport iljd tlqU££t£ that theOlG ehmfoste tfce 
Atftibuirttt therein of the wmjxsTwy srjRpcaffir/n wt«cf» by CjCE^ oconoats 

during the pstmwry of the review to tha Depuxf^'tene^ct&’jnsel fot ](b)(6).(b) { part IV 
th» swpo and impact of errors ift admin^^sW p^tmxrk rj? 'd^ fe-eW w«aij».i 
frnsll^T^I V identifies additional 'fnicS^is^jes a«* for *toch'dvH» &m ren appear 

to he adequate support. • : 


On December j, 2.01 2, Marie $bj« iglsfid Jerry SaLzmsn of Skadden, Alps, Sbte, Meagher & . ; ; 
Horn LDP rShaddetn, Berkovilz, than-CFTC Oyal feti&afl , k i* 

Cntoago kteicaritlie M5T} regarding a .pa^i ; e/fiiUe>i (b)(6), (b)(7)( C) Mi 
Young end to^yidods who may have been given oonfjdSvriE 

CFTC .knfi^i^i^l^u^'thBlruccess to that jnforraatson Mind femyivliMkie of the CME Order 
■ BckHs '«o.p«^|e^A»Si ves- trad this knowledge totjadeys sivd ccupperitors afC&flt* :f« a 
3 uF<a^aan%^^sr^N 1 E reacd o series of quesriwis about whnl authority Wte* ilelegatod (£> dais 
CpefJ^flOhffert with respect to using itcn-publie mforraaovin, rafttonlariy Section 8 


! ? \?.STti ( tlfa) (ttwd Co’flTmwon mi»« raflmtwn a research program to crevide seftinnaSioo to iho psilil^ upd vmy : 
owttfce g*«e=»l iwrpawioftrieCEAy . 


■ *?;$}£&§. }^a);{fh^Gamnu*3iw«rTOa diwl«eter^na<^pofcl!« irtfamfititrti, ifjduiiirtg kuwRCS* 
n”<v>ViV jwftuatit, rrsic tetreu, l^r cmlomcr lames). 

igioatlfiatB ia» jMjJadaatits, jteatSaBBraiCaint^ t« Eric ito^^jj^ (§ , ) l<l (|? , }i 7 I( . Q . ) J 

1(b)(6), (b)(7)(C) jpec- S, iarilHite; fW: £TJC:<&>* fo a g^?itcly : 
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information, and *vh*J procedures the Oommiasioft established for approving 

ptKar:h ; particularly for individuals conducting pcwitul mcaycb i0 tbr initial 

eocs-coatioo wilh the Skaddcn attorneys and a* the tacctios of ibc CtemiL the ?beo*CFTC 

General Counsel Deputy Crcnctal Counsel fc j(Q)(6), (D)(7)(C) pd otfra OGC 

tdomeys foHUicd a review of She research woti and (Mpw* produced by OCE. OGC reached 

s*att<y OCSjhc Office of d» Executive Dii«a>r (^OED^) and jttwf Office ; pf 

Technology- (*^0Xi:F' T j sfacjjeyiewfflw: assess corrective measures and proj^pset^c. 


Improvements.'' f\'\ 

A. Rate tffllrt Office of Cittef Econo iistf 

to explained on the CFTC vwbsicc. the mission of OCE U described as 

X 

Ifie Office of the Chief Roonomisr provides economic support a^^fviie to tbc 
CotnirttSJiofj. cond'jcta researeh on policy issues facing tbc C&jynfgfj^ and 
educates and train* t lommi^non staff . The OCB jtlay^4h int^r^rofcin tl*. 
jmplKmenmion of new financial market regdadwis ^/^rcyyilfcfr'eooRonvic 
■expatiae anti $^T»enefi? ^n4«!yif^ : ti^te|hltsk>nJ, l{ . ; 

One fteiaa of OCE is u> conduct econwafo testasv*>i|s^l^s1& Cw Ccimmissien ki fulfilling 
ofcUgsacas set out in Section 18 of the CEA, fv£& § 2£,wfcjrh rcqintccffic CFTC 

itor : : i:::-: ;i i ;; it; : : 

\.j . . . 

"ctWMlsJi ind tMbtain - . . trafSteti gid intimation programs to: 

1 

( 1 ) detennin* the feasibility of tra4^|.£y computer, and ibe expanded use of 
modem information s>btcatl«ch»olegy< dectrcaic data pneessmg, and modem 
coniEiunicafion systems, fe^puifapctdky txcltiirtgj^ boaidil of Wide, end by the 
Commission itself for^p5GsaiX r improving, dtrtngthemng, Cucililating, or 
regulating fcfore*.|? 

it of educational >?jvj i&fonisatiorcs!; natecali . ; ; : 

fext arid use omottg producers, market 

users. 

...:: \% X 

(3}#iRt^wd ffie geoecal purposes of tics efatipter" 71h$,C.:3 22; :::::; 

itely 2010, <5CSeooiB«w«sts fastve focused on UgMiequecsy. trading and iita 
tj market!,, new trading instruments and marsoi paaWpftitte* and other new leading 
feshtfe^gtes os Jfccy arc developed and deployed. Tikis reMsareh timber* the CFfC’s ability it? 
incet ntbaion-^ritjcal challenges. ®nd makes the results of its research available to the 
pubifo ttesagb inform^tinn published on the CFTC'* vwtibsft* tick by presenting its reacereb « 



“•JXIK* btw» Milk 0. Yores md tattwi G. foleraa. Ska**®, Aqft, Stoe. Meagher St flow hi?, lb 014 b% • 

Jte^Bvio^ Gfnojat C^an»lCew?»Ujjii^T'ul«i»s r?afji6g voramiwwfl (Dsc. t4, 2fr!2|. 

: ( Crgxmsartva, Qfpeft, Chief ;4c vnomui (806}, U S, &.'j5«WU»!r¥ Firtmet IkAolMo : ; ; ■ 
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CriC swcfingsor ac 'iSrnvc confeienccs. it, addjtieii its full nroa, penmnent Hutf, QCFJtas 

wAlrcd the office with contractors.. ecmpartsated consultants appointed &a limit ecwerai 
employees, ana xincunnpensaied wmsultents appointed as liifirted-ierm employees. 5 llie wnrfe 
cunduaed by OCE is overseen by the Chief Econonvisr 

8, Review ot CMT. IsUiaJ Cfliuww 

Oc DeC'CT’btr 7, 2C12, OGC disaissed the scope of the (b)(6), (b)(7)(C) |tpcr 
ccoiiotMic research with Andrei Kiritsnko, then-CFTc .tiiiei iiWfiStaisf {"CTIbc! 
order to assert the Iqp CM&: the Chief Econotnist informed: CXjC 

{<?: attract talent, ^ Comrawsion enticed thfrceoi&ratsts wiiHtfcfcspportwsty 

l&eisr ptofcssiofjal asfantkms'and He 
uxplamed the process wherefey-OCE &eff fcasJt&^£t«£u£? 4 Initially, ; 

•OCE. eeewsmists aisfced ’for data sets that they went intarasted in spend six 

Jo mt*fes peefbming aaalyies and familiarizing 5 - M fof as. the 

Chief Bcondmifi; *»ewv these were 3o restnct* 06 » ea the typl^of d$lrd^ OCE economists voido 
review, 14 Following the inrual review period, me 0(35 tsoc^wltt, vSMW prwwrt his or her 
prt« hwaaiy result# to other OCE economists.* 7 He .esgbt weeks; :the OCB 

tcunora-isi wocld fcceive fbisJbsck Fh*a other OCE-e§$^?i^t. The QCF. eammlii wwukllbeis 
spend fbiff to ('waive wucks writing apaper, Wiijch was.^n^senipd Internally. 1 * At this point, 


d3rorsc!ofs, cacnpcTj=»Kd ^stikgnissj^wip’xtj »i h'TT'itwS'Ksnn 
mkatok spwoMed a «ni*to>m wHi b* tdtettd & <ktfkefcvety tu 

^^K\‘fR\T C!itantefei. 4i; i) J(b)(6), (b) |wdSi Aa$*i KiftfenAo,. «. Waahi«glw», 

tafcrvforwltfi Aatrri'K.ir3aiikui' t ' "' ' 


Hertinafter, ftitMimc, perm^ 

'OCE eewurnis**';' 
a Intervww rw«a e-%.v Wltt-Sw 
D C, (Du, 7 , 

&.:%•, ' % • 


% J ^ 

” M-^hife -QG&- dlaFs sol ha?* feels tf*?** i< ! papers eaj^uwsd by I 
I ( b V fi \ f b)i7 V *«» prcseKEtti at confer imee and sen«h»fs : 
i^^ChitHr'&nnijinta'? isuloa, Mw r*z\thtoa»ti Wa»tch 
l(b | id- >lc*w &f iho fglac^cinngvsfw bd '(' \ 'i ft ' ) i h iffwi 


j(b)(6).(b)(7)(G) 


1(b)(6), (b)(7)(C) 


1(b)(6), (b)(7)(C) 
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Two OCE eeooowifl 1 } ohawd 'he xwpoimhi'&y to transfer the requested date from the CFTC 
stain tie i wear* tc a separate computer network for OCE ©tw.oruiaut COC.E'N« , T JJ Originally, 
ociy the Division of Enforcement ("DDE") 2nd the Division of Market Oversight (•‘DMOH were 
^legated aanhoniy to toeite dau»: flw/efore, afi data requeste had to go through DOE t& ....... 

DMO.** However, aiiet the Chief EciHiomijtf » wf^uefst, l» dafogsWaJ amhority 
fo qsst «ssnfwfcn$aJ iiifonaatkm to a contract &«* : 

repository, fKtuKsJ association or idf-regulwory organisation 33 end to dtseto&^ 

GftaMentJa,! itrtbrattfioa to any Fedet^ or State department or agency, or foreign gov^^)^ 
&ge£des *ad foreign futures authorities acting with!.!* Hftrscnj* nf $»d.r yi)d.witc?idn^^ Jrfy 


In an mterwe* 1 vw&<5GC Moneys aa Dooe^bcff ) l ,20) 2| (R )( 6 ) , ( b ) (7 ) Wrimist 

tasked with transferring data, explained the wtoodutes he t ftSjwBT ' 

; When OCR econDMista requeatsd data ] (b)(6), (b) \ a&M Wtoori ato ( 

avsk-oi <3 1 foe CFTC sMift'Ofijwmk fch'd loaded i? oath aComrtfoafoj^ tfejvt. :a *: |(b)( | 
[(b)(6) aot routinely notify' DOE, DMO, or DSIO of did he irask the 

Ysattsas.*- Th e OCE economist who requested Ihc data wcoj!^g^ftr&i tti dt vtctizd iaachu te 
(b)(6X(b)Jji<j mi bdif ve he had foe permisrieps to l eg pn.asliigisfe lt'), aruc j( b )( 6) (D)( [ 

die external lord drive to downlead the data. 1 1 j [p){6). (b) ( [ totjady left s?jc hard drive 
the machine and: jt fumed to has office was dtswaloadm^ When the 

download was txsapl&z, fa did not fn^cd?rici|’ tctrie'^n:t^ external drive and the drive could 
remain cow K>cted to the roeckiac for up ta aw^t^^fbc external bard^rives w en: not 
Cf«Typt«L .vrd the date included dccou^Mn^cr? wtd pu*Hv«».‘ M |!. D )(6)-(b)l»lic‘.o. i J but 
toiiid not eon firm, that the data also r6riigj.tvtdjOthfcr pereonai !«ienmft^ r; 1 1 W* data was 
dsDWPl-Xxicd to any location the OC^ecoiiSmistJcIroBC, including the OCE^let server or the teal 
; teitidrivg/ J | (b)(6), (b) 1 vas unoertaitL whether OCE ecciiomista hsd individual a^ourtH where 
ilau could he -sioiJj ArT OGE eaxuwms could titet to Bmit access 10 foe dans they 

tecjMfi8t«L there a as no re/fuijfeb«il fo in » ” OCE economists could easily attach external 

. rM ? . 

** I fflfri 6 * wj^&adi^ noifi 1 3;- JWwmww. non* of ap intttow ^|'(D)if6). 'M f D)(6 ), fb) (7 

' (h) toflegr PCS, ecittiamva, to Washrigtoa, Q.C.^Dk?. H : , 23 tf uvwvicw mfti 

\ m ro«igxnix*tiw, *w nho *telcc»lcd W the riivfefofl of Sr^aps ssd tEt«rwdiAn/ 


*S-$ ; 40 73 

frw^(b)(6),(Q)( 
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thumb drives and hard stives mid dowelcad ye* tfsia. 1 ’ As fas tot! T <-\ there was rn; 

ulTbrft it- lento ve ihe data sets from OCENrst upon compterioc of at-. OCT tAntculi'n'i M 


C. Slruesnre aad liseofOCENsd 
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4 /g tgr/taj CFfC hixtrikuitea and ffm** t.ktf* 


contract, badge wets* wither compile psperv-wk, or retention of the badge or network access 
•tfter str/jc.tfoun of die contract * ? 

E. T rmperary Sttspeesfcia of ?ab&catte« asd Closure of OCENk 


WIC'i initial review of OCE was conducted ia c©G?idma!fc>fi with OCE, OED.tWidODT and 
KteuHjfid deficiencies in ths docmr/intstioi! related to tile apjxrir.unetna ot s*d conca e» ibr 
OCE ccuwsniSs. H-ased oa tins mJ5wraaik.ni. co Oecsmbcr 7, 201 2. the ('{wtrraan duw&d OGC 
<0 work with the Chief fccooonitsi to ensure ib« all OCE eeorwsnkis ceased siisrinti, 
tikuiijwtn^, of otherwise making available any psip^s o> ixbci pivdaete fiftUCKSSv-v H'iia. 
trading data to any nion-CFTC individuals xw parties while the review of OCE w«|g«5d$s|?* 
The Cfciaf EcoRunii&i pwnpilv r«wed ihe ntstrectibn to ?5CE aMT.* 1 ^ 


On December 10, 201 2 r Cwnmi lessees were informed of the questi^V^asid fey CMC abc-vt 

(KEir«es»bp«^i«^D5^ • Ob -December 1 1, 20 17,'Efic Jtisiww^Si^^cK]) ;Cbitf OjjaiKtjag: 
Officer {'‘'Chief Operating Officcr^X informed the CFTC* s that CM t had 

wised conottnti ufewis OCE tcsd ftwl OGC was looking arta ' JftewiiK tne agency 

could not con-firm the slates c*f avfividteds with known thrKQ^t QCKNet, on 

Deennbef M » 2C12, tiic Chief Operating Olliccr to tormtlvate sCCCSS to dam to 

anyone Sn yCE other than fclHtine CFTC einpld^t^v 1 <9$ jiccenibbt i&^GUAh'c CIO 
confirmed ifcai. "(ajU: OCE non-Fl'E access lb &iwi« 

: ;:•••• : *%»*. 

The Chttixa&Efs directions to suspend ptth^c^iacs pending review wwMe l«Mt wgs& to non* 
public data to ftill- titti* CFTC awvd reasonable racasu«» designed to 

: itddreM tbedidtovay ofbath^tpebwiilt iFwg&laiilies with respect to OCF pejwwirf ar4 
security concerns with respect to OtEbtei 


UecisloD to R««sMs®s« 


3 that tb«? Chairman Refer Matter to the OIG 


WhentH* issues review of CME’s were hrotigh* to CFTC 

Maoa&em«»f% shpi^pe«sr& managers inOHO said DDT worked closely with OCiC to 
mm$s issuer ^a_^d^ N ^ch’^?^^ , poiwiiai cnnuctivc measures and jiro^rammatic unprovemetiis. 
OTC -$>biterAki -f»robl«m« with bm.v jwimebtrattve pspeiwc.rfc was 

proees^'^^Sa^dOed hi OCT Wo believed the psublcma were of such importance and 
. ooiUeetrvrly twontiaensied that the Chamnam refer the ittaNer to tho OiC for a 

'* f'kfa^c Lettflr Ui DIG on OCR; E >;'sia« *rt J(b)(6),;b)b Ancfeei kirilenka (D «, n , 2CJ?} {Re; f OllcW Up 
: t» OCR Review fi^iasiaB}. r-r ;?A;c?r?n ' 

w 0 *n»s to AM Kita«ftkfrw |lP)lo;.(P)I p x. 7 , mw*.v mjty&w ypa».OCe Rr^wPiscoastany 

“S-maf! ■Tf»«f) Eto Etekovlrz to ■3iH-a«R«»er*, wrf Chi son, Seafi : 0’M«e?.it. Vtai and (.lay Clpnjto (Dec. 

jtC^i j) (R«- CKS fttbiieaties Js^w). fih ' i ' /feT/ ' ^ ' n 

: ' H.msjil fpwi Hri; io Anlh**.r.> C. Tha^ptaft j \ ^ / > p / . W / p ufas L IHfl M. BerkdVtU, 

Csth^nw M-’Cuy, snS Amtrei Kiritenkc (Dec. 11, 20>2i ifer *ccsfc S 

" * “ * <o<in L R>’4cen no Ajtfwry C Tha<«ptOTi| j ) ) ) J p Ifr ^ fciws*. P?n »•« nnkflvirr. 


'S-mai? typi 

CailKSTifti McCX^. ml ArwRti Kirifeito l't>ec. 12, ?DI?f 


AStcVt fib 
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Atak&tmd ffir jgjSS&SL CFTC Mg&gM. g&ggjkE 


forms! invesfigaiinn. The Chairman «txprrssed Mi concern about these prohkms and errors and 
he swiftly reported the errors to the OIG.^ 

G. Ongoing CFTC Macagemeat Response and Action* 

After the issues were referred to the OIG by the Chairman and wfcl* Ihe OiO review was 
pending. CFTC Mesagement corUinocd to address iikntiF.ed isacas on a »;wd-ioofang basis. 
We limited out sftnxts tn those action steps and ttffiw that could be taken without itUejfo&ic| with 
the review being conducted contefrrporaneousiy by the 010. At the time <>f the 
xfsoal of thio matter to the 0!G. CFTC Maiugemest wes unaware of the eatiit r-so^i eppues 
aurrouading the manner jus vdwoh OCE eeawwistsi were brought into the agenc^^w^|aliis 
• with respect to die ageiiej, their accea* to CFTC systems and informatspp, ar4l3wlS»bua scy of 
; idooumfiEtedonwbsodtD their status, CFTC Management has at jtiltbn^j^h^^a^edlo -•• 
psotecriftg confkkaaiai and nrawpublie intbnaatioii aid to the its ««pfeys«« 

«nd. contractor*; we have taken aivm and appropriaie actios to addr^nft^S^ed internal control 
issues, CITCiMoa^^ent'Sitewie^ in^lu^cl- an- OCS^: QDT» . 
OQC, tod OEQ in Baffin# and jsewStijl support » fht OQ^S>^ht5ts. w 

Since Jamary 2033, CFTC Mariagemad has taken me to address th« iaaues 

raised by Cte review of QCE staffing and wseatyfr | 

%. 

• 0J*l> asiscsstd the iav^Hahie-documen^N^r ev«y OCF- «mww»« iacfadmg. 

anyone with a badge, nctvvr^«:c^s, an appointment via fcti SF-52. Oft detail from 
aaotfcer wjotOTtsR^L QFI) reviewed the security elearaiv^ for 

; • • every active OCE eootraptor ^£$mtftaBt. 

* In coordination va^jQtjT. OED (logistics & Operations f : L0’ , 3) deactivated and 

enUected the badgfc^b? my OCSotar? member wl» was not sppmpmlely appointed 

Mate contract was temibuiL'KJ. ; : 

?:<?%; : ; ; : ; , : : : •; : : ; : ; : ; ; : 



►'S^bpd to ensure tbet budding and system aozess are establish 

^c^fappoinmiofii ami ConUaet execution ^nd terminated op. the 4m of 
.■fit or tontracl expiration and developed s process for ciiswihg access is 
tted fer oiy employee departing the agency. 


f. * '''DEO (LO> strengthened and en forced policies So bBiftHK that rlw cn-VjAfdiftg process 


will not begin without receiving a Copy of an 5fo2 or ccmlract number. 0ED(LO) 
tetjwes and retains copies of SF-S2s to ensure a complete and auditable clearance 


u Cw*islcr letter 1» OKI cn OCE. 

* ?>«■ a complete discussion of the CFTC Mwagmteni review, ptess* ?« tht toft pf the CFTC Bwiwss 
Xfertftscwwni Repcrt HasBtdtne Offie# of Chief Ht^nomirt Resesrch Prccrs.7i : 
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PrifHtiai* QhMuM- 

Aathwked i'ttr Initmsrf CFTC PisirtbvtHm gttif&emw &fth‘ 


If sppoitttromt or convict » extended, OED r rqvjre* a wrw Form 7)9 and 

accompanying documentation prior to af» fX»r>5.na or ruts vc si of as tnJivSrtuii’s 
Indue cxpimMm date. OED impieov ntcj pitvedtm for aew badges (F'V carda) lo 
niGHHT that only usdividueis wkh a valid appotnCmcf.* or contract arc provided access 
£o Cnt' property- PIV cards contain rtf csyKratioo date: a*rMpis«dfe)g to the end of 
aji employes’* apjwiramenror cerJract fiapif4ibn:d3K~ 


* OED s’viiijjJiiCfisM tHe mettuai; piieessss uje^ to process appointments 


« OBI> flfumsn &s»bj«$> developed a 

taskfog rcqoftsijt for uncompensated staff to ensure 

6*er&gfci of the u$t of uncompensated staff in ?fes future-. : • Jf'. 

: : : : : ■ . . ; : 
: :# 6H> and: 0 £?T require that ill tsssw. mff, including: oomi^o^^djC^Jlartt^ 
«nnptete:jwiw5ic>' itod'AMamy ttwsssng Wfthra five (fays yt tfcrC-FYC,; 

• • • # ■ :tv - life. 

. • <>DT initiated a review of bow to crotfe a n^wsti^efl^v^nrcent m\)CE, if ■ : 
<tstemnnsd:apprap5Jite.: has»$ on c^piicidj 4ef^ # ^isrbiMi!nte- so that hardwire, 
asfWtn*, andseewfity m ; !tw 

; ' waft consider; ' ' ■ ■ : : \ . • % ' T: ’ : 

p Segregation pfdata by WiX) ttn^^KMtf^oTrttC'ls M ihr- MOU level; 


"o' logging^ t?p*Ttiv*J ^^{unenpe op uatssew wwng W.ax^tfg tba 
■ eavirenmetit; ■ •%, : : ■%}.'■$ 

; : : p Delegation pf adn^ii.i^tve pr»v8e$K$; 

jg^%' ' ::::'! 

o: It^Ts^r^.ggj^^.^vhi^b the environment; 

■ ■ A 1 **?. ■ : ‘ . 


6 L^pgicgl A,i 

(b)(TKE> 


;%ntrnl via HSPD-12 PrV cards;: 


-f Fptenii.it kpfereijpp'o.i Jbc enrviropnrent from the dTl'C network to aSow ^^f 
' ^ftexifeility for software u9e. 

£ ■ ■ y ; 

OGChsscc^Hedaprcifeint^datulTOseofover 100 MOUs entered itctoby 6m 
CFTC to share htfojrration with Federal, state wd international entities and I* 
ix-orJun^ to itjnke the database available at ari rewjucce. After the cwtifidfimiai 
: : data review bconipleto, OGC will WdA with tbe diviskwis end ODT to emure pnipcr 
awjiMS Atal we 
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Amkpfk^ ¥&t lamtt&l CFTC DhtMbmiw md geriofOtoSy 


• OG6 <*ra*M a prtpatti) Wcrkf^w for long-term research projects that coroitKinicsres 
to staff OCFs research mandate and rhe gcacrai process hy which research wiJJ be 
octfiducted 

• OOC reviewed the k$z: authority for research relucted by the Cc m:fo?WtV 
including aulhority for publication of Commission or individual papers and proper 
use of Scctfoa 8 do id b> CfTC *mpJejAfits. 


CFTC MassS«n«it requests chat the OtO revise ?be Draft Rrpcrtfo itfivct fet, rgsq 
Mw«igcO)fcr«i mode aware of issues siarroundinglho mariner i n yiffttchlite Op| 
were brought tow the sge wry, their with respect to the agency, their «cccs!% 

: system*:**# ittformatioo, and the adequacy of docu»»fifcdton rek&d to foojc 




tottttdfcste and ^jjSMpfkie iictioru, io remedy Sre issues while rhe msftWf- 

: : :::::: . %■ s 

■ otrytew * 

it £staWSsb«J sad laplwseated New Revkw Fre«^for>|%|lftt Papers 

lo addition to the :€StC Manegereent *akm described abpv^al^y^iie the OlCi review was 
pending, OCR, OOC, and the Office of the Chairman wgj$j& tSWpIeJttefita review process for 
papers written 1 fey OCE t 

review of papers was fl 

wuestse engineering concerns raised by data, chaft^t^es, algorkhros, and other icfonswttion 
tottautod in Lite papers produced by O^l^ew^omissli, 

Hi.sitirienliy, rifhss? fee Chfetf that n paper could be released or, -at the 

of the Ckief E-conomist, attorney conducted a rcvietv of research papers to 

drorroiae wbatw fte slMBHoil As *s3 mfbonatkm i*a»rt>d in Ita papers diseltosd 
“IwiiittM nwsactMra .orKfriSaffatfeK afairpeiwawd »*le Ktwrsor names of 
ciewmanf in vio’nfion g||Hj3tfS0$ oi the CEA Mhre specifically, iha OGC altefriej 
soniptat a SffljBd lev^w’of iffe paper to detenate 'vtesber lire statiatkaj lima m 4: infconafwo 
• 

MOTKWtoB fe^ ffo'llSY fbV7)f Ci Ka. «- 281 3KB~ Staid! a Jaiaie sfOCE Paprfij. 

niite 13. E-mail frottflfhVfiYYh\/7J(ni »*|, 25t,20J4J 

(j^C. (Ul, >lA!top^Wi^p5 r» Section * Rnvjrw ofOCE PawawyifrYl/fiV [hjf iiTOlfe'l^J'gaBK^Kh^ 

■' 1 civfo io xm WlHi Itewm^r SOfl iTF^ ( 6 V f Pi f kmM <M) v joc^t-^rfegiwim^ 

yj:iC3»ttfltitofT>ktA. hat feeftiii ehearteg mute IMiwl ftomlfhVA'i ) T 

It); (ftoc Rli; MOTomradum rt Section 8 Review of OCfc. I^Ftrs): «e iiura Smail franvL-., , r 

v;.-.-u»>fao/Si«rit TCf 20] i ) <R^ RE: Paper tnr OGC «!*,*«»-»>. Erittmi * w, TfT) ) f & ) ^ ^ ^ Andt « L - 

DU6UW1m»t S.5612)-(ISf: 9b: bsp* ftr OGC c>rtw«> r F^ rajlfcoal/ ni f6) , (b) ( 7 ) 

iRti: AfaiigrriiiY fniar CuiC KkrceRfyaw): Ewnp il fr-yTi l^W 1 

br\VfiJ NUv31 , 2017; IRo: R£.- PuWK-alicc;. t «wl ^x jfb)(6y f b)(7)\ 

'Kd: t.^e y^ fr r f>OC Review tar CamoUono; with S«ai«i SvWB i f JqlP^ s^yovB! ofOAide nt"; 

L,; 0^X7^^ f h^7W k » A.-xfct*. KibkrAu \. 20U) fR»- F**r inK for OQC ciei 
l(bV'6).( I At patf •'(tHe newly in^tenwnterf m-tcrw pwx-rt*, OOC has implemented new 'ocartkei 
w5w«I 5 EC- <hi* retards, of OGC '-££»! review «ai clearatf* of pftfwr wt*t be taepe. m eepropnt^ recerds 

syttenx m rp.quirrd Vy Fedeml Recced Act of . 950. « surwniJtU W U.S C. bo 190) at r«qf. 1*0* «/ 
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presented m Use ^^citb^irpat, or <&<axck4, teic%-d ofaggre^rpmfe data and mftmnatbs 
that w® contained in the Commission’ s CommhfrtBOt of I fade?* ("C97”) Kopor-s^ 

After She CbB;m«tn ^fcrred this matter to the OrG, tte Office of the Chatnnan, OCE y aDd OCiC 
Ijc^an workin.g faKH»slt a hew cwiewpreeesft for papw #m .WuWf«8hIc, tfjc to mksw 

and kiwsi^’ potratKsl dfec-losure of Section 8 information In data, chart';, tables, rfgoothms, and 
other uiformatk-fi contmnea sa the pspers produced by- OOF. economists, :te tire Daft S^st? 
notes,- reviewing toe ;OCE eciwidmists’ jiaj its for irtfbtmMfon protected under Section 8 cni^fc© 
“dpm^ocji f^|wriiBg-aa exumiaafion of context fo-d^n^rg wiwifier n^WSRted.tg#' 
ewbdmtc japer may be- raven® engtnoerad . , <"**. This complex 
fcMtvn why the Chairman requested a review of the Cummisskm's iustearica! ragittoe <pV 
renewing papers. After the review, C^rC-Mana^R^icf^eHii&wd that it t^»^4}B%piGipiite 
to expand the review of all papers la engage in a more c^^Iex.f^-kiff^ye^yttw iin m effort 


to ideaiify Secdcn -$ da u m papers. 






OtV Fetssisiy 13, 2©T3 V Scort Mixon, :hen-C FTC Actim C!y 6^Si^8»^tf,"tj>ie Chief Operating 
Officer, aitd lire Deputy Gcnciw fia |(b)(6),(b)( disc tits how to mov* fciw&fis 

with paper review. They determined; that additional f.ha OCR nxfflewiisjfi was 

rnggsary to complete the review On February 14, scot ail OCE ccafcMnista 

who had drafted papers for review % sreweu by CXtC with Input ftotn OC£ 

and the Office of the Chairman,* 1 On March 3 5ju>G 1 .%do move tbs review of papers forward,; the ; 

% PSTO, OPT, and QCB with . ;; 
for Section 8 infonmtfcm 
2013, the fibeo- Acting Chief Economist 
circulated a Craft > 'ch<xJdist ~7ftarao#iA for paper review to the Chief Operating Oftker and the 
Deputy Oenerto Cohns?* fc^{&)(6},(b)( [nor to tbc first meeting of the Paper Review 


Obte? Operating Officer reached oui taBEflp s 

». 5 a 


Committee on May 20, 2ft .Cue f'hr=e af the May 20, 2013 nwating, OCB Identified: 33: 

papas for review. 61 . .§* \ v ~ 

At the ffejt Bape^UswfiW Committee, itsdividual papers were assigned to 

conaaiite* mti^hmf^'Seetioii $ review before dtscussm by Ihe entire gram. 63 ThrPaper 
Review tasked with reviewing each paper «&-£ aswttttffi^fhc tjfto vftim md 




m . 


i^i^L^iau«¥c«n J'('b )( 6 ) l (b)(7j | o |(b),6),(0) 8, 32 ft) Iftc. Saaion a Revivw of QCE Paperak 

; r, . . . : 

"* ftotti 'Seatt Mixon U> CXTlfi tCiMiom Jilt f Feh, J4, 301 G3FTC rWeftroh reyicr p h lg e tei fiy esiSliiSg 


’itvitv? of QC S_ . , ., 

I Scoo Mttde «. Beks htsttm aic j tkVi Mav S, 20tDJ (Re: OKI Win for t»per tc*#*}, E- 

n»>! Suo 3epti Mu-.ii k» >af*» Rtwhfw Cxnauttee iMay *8, 2613) (Re: RJfc OCE tops (taw). 

** Araeianesit n E maa from Set* Mwo-tro Paper Review tS»»mfcS£ ;M*y fti • Off fsjier 

13 E-«niJ» ftvm Soon M’Vw fciP-prr Rr^renCn^wnw (May 20,2013) tRc R£ OC£ pqpar Rfvww' 
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information to data arid Mi^!i the number of uad&tontities, toSfcSg. • 

isShesr factors. If issues or concerns are Mcntificd during to* rgyjew, to Taper Rsykw 
: Csefralost ton engage in discussion* :wit& toastoris} aotot to:papcj<3) fe 

reworked fc e44r£ss lii>' COT.C5rrta about to ptotttfai disc toiutnf Sector §, confidential nou- 
■psMfaw ether piotoeted information and toa. Aftet canjpiefcs 

Jts rCvieWc it sends to paper with its fec<manttidatidfl ttyOGC, 


0« June 18, 2$ IT; to ^5a^Rp^^.C-Pnsi^MW:P^i < iW:OC3iC;Wti& throe papers frjr £egp$ft 
.scvfew-®. GGC attorneys oest conduct a IsgaJ cranpiiattec isvsow which iDPttsa&s^ ■ 
ttaenntaitioa of the: QGB economist's ua, » review of Victor tow? has 

of Section 8 data nr adief protected data or iaferaiation, and a review for ebra^MM Wfcft to 
4$fc* rdphdioos, contldmtwdity regulations, to Pirns? Act, and Section t^or^fe.EA, In 
uaatwa, it to psper was written pursuant to ti contract, OOC pjvs^s to csrejrtworr 

with the terms of' the hwJtvtoufd CWTinsct arad any its 1 ’ icahle n^-di^j^^teernesit. On 
Svp&whts 1$, 2013, the Paper Review C<*nnmtee pepsvs fe tfiVkw/* 

'(Jr pCtot>Cr'S3^ 20 Bi OGC completed the legal revnw -»>£ 'l^rNw-emberlT, ■ 

itt&'&geetitar 23. 201 X to to 

;CK3C & total of seven additional' papers ioi \ 

&3C ht» devoted as many resources as po sfibij exhaiog budget and staffing.. to 

to legal review of ptipK'i. Il k fo nof^iat Jonng the summer and fhll of 2013 while 

to paper review process was pending, tore were^VcPai major iega2 issues facing CFTC, 
including rtSpondingtio a c«^ress§onJ' < a^9^#i< October govfci naWni s3wi«k>wit, CFTC 
administrative j&ta$tar, and oih^appro^&t* issues, including to agency’s transfer 
autfeatSty, Regaining the liox fraafr^qr OG€ review aru* cisfifaoc*, HOPS of topwpetn which 
bav* heeti vie tod by the Pap^^^p^Corninittie tsavss bwai awaitthg OOC dtear&fK* for mere 
ton. five nwnto, CMtrettU-^ fiiae paper* under review uad to Papa Review 

Cnmmitlee has twelve: adfoto^apers which may he thraswieii to GQCfrw review, :$a its 

y|- ■• ; ■ ; 

u E*®sd firom S<fe (SiISi2ID J * QEe li.20i3>(Rt: P»pm for potential tkintewe: ifccwyar 

|ie«iy ittttf/Utij i tfifiSffrLBagg * 



IM6UbYMM(6T(b)f m m Retw^ ?»pv 

if Y ? ?W Hjtjal PtVriH Cithcievw p^(i ia ite cexi 


(b)(6), (b)jq ScenMisw (Dct aik3>J fp.g. Paay rsjor Ppt«nt3d !efc«NKei ; gwtty or 


»*fi.taiiije afiO"BfliyT'rt > apir *f>; £*«n»»l (bl h Sceu Mixo« (CV 

*itiAJ elstoto; Awry or pubhaliy tv^abk 4«3 oniyj C-iwii ©ww 

Wtiwi^Scfc 23. iWiJjiSfl: P were f<y ?^iog<»: c-?<ew»re: th eo ry c t pobSictiilv avatiiifeit 3 
* fnw«aett Misse tylfhVfi'i it)\(l\(C,\ MThTfiTTpav. 37,30»><Rat qCE>w^ l 

t '-wu^nr>“ var-cyg.v4!r.vAVMI Soat Stvm Mixnn 7 k\;'7\I 

: [( b)f6),( l «4fo)f'6). 27,- 2ei3>(R^gfetfrg :&4fete.a«te.>>wmieee 

; ■ ■ ire^lsinf^yiTViipftr »* eWi Mnn'feoen ISwR ti. 


QC£ Faorr S » cfetrarWc; €<XP»n£i£SeSl 

UbjtfiifamfQL,..,..— J^- iMm, 

ttr^tt«U>drtipw ' * 3); &m Svizsi JitHir S^otJ Mixon ft ^/hURy i (hy7^i'P.\ 

: <R>k OC£ fer ctartace: Sufcjcct Malbrf CartmiHee rcftST^v^Pap*? A M}. 
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Authorized for Inter*#! CFICPiff&MffoaJKtitJtaw*. Ow 


continuing effort u> ropy? the p*per review ivrwjrd. OOC ha? assigned paper revkw la four 
OGC aetter ne>ys, CFTC Management is confident that the paper review process v»iU move more 
quickly going forward as ail panics involved become familiar with the pr ocess and review 
required and la# corami Ue»J t ht resources *n older to aceumplisb a quicker review. 

II. 

The Draft Report find* that tbe Cfcrifriitiii'* decision to temporarily suspend pubitcTtion ■ ^ 
potentially violated Section 1 S of the CEA Further, tbe Draft Report discusses (be gislp£<&t 2 
and infonrauion protected by Section $ of the CEA ejection 8 datp'*) and mentiojjart^ vjjfiky 
Act, hut makesno findings ab?ui the use of this data by OCE economisifi. 4 * Wb%^s: : dMemed: 
the Draft Report and disagree with she analysis rtgarding Section and Sep|on^ o > ?’%c CEA. 
Further,; we baUeve the Draft Report does not fully address the issues use of 

information 'end data by 0CE economist-. Section A below- an«ly 2 K^‘^ir|gy»r«rTWriU: of :Secti'OK : 
IS and d^ionstraiss that die Commission fully meets the Secjl&t lC recrements end that the 
temporary ban on publication wus pot a potential SettRity S provides a 

brief history of SCttfidft ft and anAlysts of dcttr?s i*> Section C provides the legal 
basis for sharing information covered by the Privacy D awl E address (be issues 

vadiieg. fi’Oia access to .and use of data and received pursuant to a MOD or. is 

non-public. CFTC Maasgeioettt believes thai tig t8sAiid&itifi»d in this section are ulgjaiiicteit 
and request that the Draft Report be revised aa disc«88& below. 

fu 


A. Decision to 

Potentially Violate Sectto' 



of Economic Research Papers DW Not 
Exchange Act ; : 


The CEA requires the a a research and information program, and Section 

1 8 of xbe CEA provider tte.d^ms^ion wife bread authority to ctmduoi rcsewrob for the 
“deveiopmwitof educati^^and^bw informational materials regarding futures jiadfogfor 
dissemination 8ijd ;us/f%»^g^roduoers, mariei now*, and the ' general public : . . .'” w ip 
Bddjtipn, the to conduct reward) on other topics to cany tstt ll»e 

geficral CEA., 18 The CbmntisapQ jggaoQKteft this requireaysit through a 

variety us .iScluding; stofF advieories, providing updated educati<Mi:inateri^b («;?-> 

h publishing reporta titoai 

%* (*«£■-* Commitment of Traders Reports.), issuing press releases, fad lifelong speeches. 

45?!iiv,tivai (Vimmimiinnrrt srvl itfnff »rr»fl r»lhli«hin. r ' r»f riMWK ntratiOTi) F,v ClC.T-:. M 


by lofividuai. Commissioners and staff, and pubiishitig of papers prepay by QCE «ld other 
Commission staff 


* Draft Rltori; ativvU.: 

*M.«t »-l5. .... 

*7 c««.;c. S.^aJO. 

*7 U.sic } 22<a)f3>: (osba tiring research and MofmMWKpu^aimrc'*sjm'^the gscaret purposes of this: 

• charm*-’’) 
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Fm laterxaj LTTC Dkuibutten aatfXevk* tigft 


As noted ia the Chaff Report, ;h«f arc fotr&otoftttic research papefB pouted no the 
ComiMissb’ift’is public wehriii, the most necenl of which was published December 4, 202$.’ 1 !n 
contrtKa lo ibe small cumber of economic research papers, da CcmKsien's public website 
contains hundreds i>? otter reports and infannsiiosai lnaicntds which ‘he agency publishes each, 
ywr 1c tftforvm the public about connoodity and futures, trading, including hj.K*Jreds published 
riuraigihe OKFs andOGCTs reviews. OCE bascooffmwdip pef&mvaitia^ 
research arid reeeraly developed sad jMib&fted (fee -swaps report, which « based oe Sed^s- 
daw, b»t h*? been sggrepsed ia a inaiiaeu-tisst'uorcpiics with the requimmeists of Scctj^is^a 
a weekly basis, it provides market participants aod the pubftc aggregated data m : : 
positions sad S«ffJC£ri2Ss StBBacSott activity. Tatreforay the ecososme 
gksc a-jmponsji! of the tTonimrasLon’s effort* to educate and inform the mihlic|h^%ybe work 
of CFTC etooaraistsand tfcc ecoaomw feaeacea suppled by file CFTC- 
according to the Draft. Report, roosl of the economic research p 
ecptKasJsta ar^fftibilshod in private juumsk 71 While pubifcaijpo research in 

: journals is iiTtpoitam, several of liw papers at Issue- ss* pyblis^d-^^ . vgnr small and specific : 
target academic swdif.nce rather than in media and outlets krac yLbroa 

' 7 lJ.S.eg2; fe). I for cxaA (b)(6).(b)(7) fcaper.l( b) 

|V D A°M D 1 fe nd bg notes that the paper i» a FB$er’* fi and bis thesis fbrlas ?b,.D. ia 


• 'users,' general pcpU." 

lf.b.\L&Lin^7)(CV 
(b)(6), (b) dh± 

(7)(C) Ffgg^b T 
as a "hb 


mimi l 


3(b)(6), (b)(7)(C) 


_ p iitoilaily kfeitik-ii 
pebslte 7 * : : 


Wbik (he papeti wav tfzch the target in Section 1 8, the dimnbutiOA is a 

primarily acadaitijc audience un&fPbuts tlJlliift Report’* contention that the*e economic 
research papers ore designed specifically to inform the bioader aud:enc« listed ifl Section 18 * 
We bdkvc that tlx: Comirnjs^S&lll tb Swtfso 18 obligations by providing staff advisories, 
cducadonai m^fiSjak, s^^igd-jepons, as well as by supporting economic research and the 
asr^iJopmcntof pepeisj^qg^^'C resources, iicne and data- Indeed, hdwfcerc does Section 18 
require the economic seseorcb in academic joerioaJs. ' The Dtafi Report 

agrees tbs: nm r^wiftcpify rsquas the Conunisscm to conduct economic 

resaHs^aav and presentation of jiakd ctciititfjic: ^eyeacdli ; ; , r ‘ w : This 

wx <so»wi3»cnl- wNb OSCE's bomidiiO'd t?f 


9; 


ported was pUblwhed an June *,200$, MU>- I ?\ #n,i Apri { S, &SiS- $z« v ripAFI 




(b)(6).(b)(7)(C) 


;;;•;; : ; ; ;W 

DRAFT REFOAT, at k, 15; 31. 

M.«U1 

.• • . ■■. n- . ::: : 
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publication of economic newotch papers threatened to violate Section I it of the CEA. ? * The 
temporary .suspension of publication while paperwork irrogulaiirkye *fid security concerts were 
m.Tshgsted did not violate Section 18. These public stkwis are only one component of many 
types of material that ifes s&src y produces, and coatiriues to produce, to educate market 
p.utiripants and the public consistent with the requirements of St'crion IS. 


As discussed at* greater detail i& Part l.H above jwd Part Ilt.C.2 below, tbe'tigeaq? has sttapa 
thorough review' process alii il ewaiirig pApert oh a case-by-case bdsts^ consistent with 
agency’s statutory responsibility to protect Section 8 and other nort-pubUc data prpvi^jj^' 
market perdcipents. For the duration «? the DIO review into -das a 
basis, the agency is committed to devoting available- staff resources to the rcvki 


because it recognizes the importance of these papers to the individuals that ^ve there 
and the potential educational value they offer But nothing in the review process- 

threatens to violate, much less 'voltes, Ssction IS of the CEA, Th^^r^CFTC Managcmcni 
disagrees with the conclusion that, by temporarily halting eccmomie research 

papCiS during the pendency of a review, the agency ima, mWiy^yt.TiJlfeed Violating tedtioh IS 
: of the Act. ; ; ; , - ,?v ; : !^jc : : : : : : : : ■ : : : ’ 

GVTC Mmgwneat respectfully requests that thtt.Jkctio.tt; 1 SjaaJy?is in the 

Draft Report because, by fhfc010‘$ own conchi&n, §agi|iv 18 doss not require the publication 


of economic research in acuikrak jciaroais,* ■ aria.there|>re, the temporary actions that affected a 
non-statutorily required part of the agency's manyljfforts to di&etninate information cannot risk 
violating Section \%. We j^ce«:t)5*t'fitn^^^iort televised accordingly to reflect the 
requirements of Section 18 and su&gwtion that there may have been a violation 

or poienttai violation of that provMda^ln the altenwUve, because there is w> yiolaliori or 
threatened vfalfiSKMj of Sectio^d ^^i^hction of the Draft Report can be eliminated 

under Section ^ of the Commodity Eichaoge Act; 

% to educate and Inform the public through the vrorii of 


8 . 


Access to laforrqi — , 

As pan of the 

economists anri ^^had&ic : «JMd«jh agency* tteCpryanireion makes groat : 

eSbfistia casufeSfc^&n 8 data is protected and is not shared unless authorized. We agree with 
die Draff l^b^sonan«ry .of the; general prineiplos estaWishad by Freeman v. Seligxan. which. 

ittfttert 3 luvuted jtleifid of Sectioi - S mstedal m a judicial proceeding amUhe 


L^grcsstcmsl concern of ^widespread dissemination vf uifonstetjon pot; otherwise 
3v«^le to the public . . . ,”** 


Itf.ei it, 35. 

a:u. 
iJ a: 1 5 

Frmtan .■ 05 TT-i D24, C» '<X4y, Own Rki-OMT, at tMV 
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The provision of the CEA that is cunenUy Section 8 originated in the Futures Trading Ad, and 
wic, shortly UierwdUf incorporated uwo the Grain F ufcare* Act, the sut-cessor alahitc.* 7 Confess 
tubitantiatly amended the Grain Futures Act as the Commodity Fschange Ad; however, no 
fubstantiai changes witre ma<ie to iht langrjage of Section S. J) The Acts provided the Secretary 
of Agricui:«m with extensive powers of investigaiion to «aa&Jc Federal supervision and 
•regisIgKW of commodity markets, particularly' to prevent ffocftvatta resaifstog; feom 

speculation, manipulation. and oentroi.^ Hc-wtrver, Congress recognized that there was^fcenefit 
from some hedging and speculation, which would not be feasible if sensitive infortRittkM *\ 
regarding tot activity were subject to competitive scrutiny ** Hm r CtJhgress sad^rile^^— 
Secretary to c^kct data essential to overseeing the operation of commodity 
. . openiog the data toitfe pubHceyt;* 4 * : : - \ : 

;■ fh to ensuing years, the Department of Agriculture eked section S.^id 
Consistently withhold aif tr^sacrflws i>f a person, and all trade of customs^ 

: ascept tbow found guilty of a violation, •whereby the a public 

hearing as provided by law, 17 In addition, the Secretary to ptwide data 

contained in report? when requested by Congress citing ifa£tf*gc3<$o fcfcep the business 
mfurmatioa confidential; 44 The most significant t^io’^idis to i$qu$sted jn&fmatittri to 
Congres i occurred in 194? when the Sea&e Cotppiitt^^Approprtacoos remtesied to* to 
Secretory provide, in sxeciRive sc&sion, to nah^s andW&ntt.of speculators’ purchases. The. 
Secretory denied to request because “{tjbe req-Js^^h for riisdesureof to can^ and separate 
business •impactions of persons trading ; Y^orpmfxfity futures wlwse trades and market positions 
are reported in confidence to to'D^at^^^-Agnoiilture. These reports are obtained 

: : ;** :Fntura» Trtdaig Ml,. § 9, Pub. L. «**$%*• !«' '( 1 921 U Grain FtitwM Act, i 3 Pub: t , Mw 67*335 , 42 Stef. : : 
m (rtSy amenMby'tob. L. 1491 093Aj, 

* Ccawmxfity ExcbSH$e Ac?. Pvb; £'§&. ?*#W f :49 &k ^91 (« : 

"**... to (MAtcct^ns ferrf nH^gfodUy t-n ssaefc testrd* of trade tee nawptiWe to ipwralation, 

mar^idteian, and control md Igd^tR dnwwaate&te flutftwfdene » ate jtetee* ihfwtf Irftqbeai^ Mnr- sj s result 
at «ii k b which are <tetri»nt-3!*! Ju ifec preAicct <te the escrow and to poaow: 

taafitog aoBK&offljy:^ fagwttfttt dahtora, untt such diiehuniwis in prices are 

wi etwhwtkm interitte* « eemnicdiry an riie products and byproducts thereof arid 

wnder nsuteik>ritei^r#ye for the protecixw.of Midi eomme»£*:«»d to tatowtl wMfc iWAr^ toim "■ 

Cutoiftodijj Excfcaito'%t, § 3, Pub. L: Mo. 74-675, 49 Sal, 349! (i93fii U- unset ycmoG af 7 ij.SX'. § 5), 
SubltrflHlali9^ifSw5» prnvteion ^>p<ired is the Gaue Fu*ure* : Act : Gram Futures Ael, j 3 f Pufe L. No. 67-33 ? f 42 

SOI. 99^92%fli»««^<»‘^Puh, U Net. ?4m.49 Scat 1491 (1956). : : . : 

: ,*|«rfepT% 67$I2 0921)-, .s. RBfqNa. t%Wt (1 «0fc«1 OoWi. RfiC', 1 >12 1-32, 1 ,328* 4,m 4>7« ' ' 

•C^^K-rW7<ii*a)i »<teNO; Req AW, 8,«i 2 (I926X to&daiwn tf&ainGxrttng**; <7«r rin$ wt MfL.m ? ; 
li.. C&*tm iw.'fgrnt , 73rd Co«ri. ^2*5 (1934) fhettfcalW fiaarlng cw H.A 
: ** 1» 8&tUm Frcttltr Ctt. v. ffytk, to Seventh Cireuh ruled ihM Seetron 8 of the' Act placed a said of wnfldasiaiit-y 
■upon mforn«ti 0 B obtaincc irt fopoiW requited iMidrrto Grain Futures Ati. “[Sectwn i8J forbids the reyaaling by to 
Stsmtey teribit sssistamsof iwltviduai trade* and of cuiiwrw; end to tore, predicated on to evidence, 

. ; . -jbtm ttei in the decade of ^piuienc* since the act heciTTK operalive no sitonr where any Mtf.h confidence 

h» bura violated “65 F.Jd 3S0. 35? (?ih Cte >935} 

** Kterotg on f{.ft 98-W.n ?-3; fapi'-ylrn c/ Cv*r»i-?i}ty EzeMnxe* Staring ew /i.H i009 Befvi ihc h‘ Cavr.it 
<vi AX , fie . -74th Cong ( 1 9351. 

* fei Cwi F*c. 1J2I <5971}. itsor;*xo»H.fl 8829 , « 22-11: S UOC. No. 26«<*4i8>, TOCWi. KFC.4.4&2 

DtX.NO AU?(5CCf*5. RF.C. \3V< (193.2) 
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currently under authority of the tontijwdriy Exchange Act.*’ Section 8 prohibited disclosure. 
Folk-wing this event. Congress passed a ncwprovteioa mat Telaxtfti the Section S p.'vscjipn'oo ir. 
Itmted circumstances, which led to the currendy efiacseJ ptoviwoos. 


Section 8 authorises the Commission to make ‘investigation? 45 it deetjis nee«s*ry xq ascertain 
the fuels regarding the operations of boards cf trade and other persons subject to the provisions 
of this Act,"* Farther,. UaJfows the CeawrtiS3io» the disexetloeta “publish ... the result of any 
such invwtigatJOd esid such gwwrai' statistical information gathered therefrom as it deeWtif 
interest to the public ... 1 However, it specificaliy excludes certain wFarotatiotj. froii v ,% 

: publication: “'except a* oitorifffa' cpeeaficaByautborued in ibis Act the Comny ^i&n m%lo! 
publish dels rod information that would separately disclose the business Jran^tfti^^rcaj 
posh ions Of any person and trade secrets or names of customers. " ,2 Exceptions %Sjbi no«- 
diiclosure provision include disclnaures (I)'meowiection with a copgresaii^l^irocesdin^ 
administrative ^ ji^iciai proceoditigs brought under the CEA, or «^ain't&i|yupfcy 
■proceeding (2) in reports or orders related to the conduct ofiaf^rti^stet^a ©any or so the 
tiaasactkmi of any person found gmtiy of violating: the pj'ovi^i &£|l& XjEA 
rules, or orders tjftbc Commission; (3) to a Congresslonai porniriittee nctuig within the scope of 
fes jmisdktion;:{4) 10 another department or agency ef thl' Si&tes Whig withia the scop* 
Gf »t$itdsdterion; ,i (5):tn anotii«-di^artiticnt .c^^g^y df|^y Stats acting within th* :sct>pe. of 
ds jurisdiction;^ tti) to aiwrthcr forergn forties fi-ithoh^tjr^nothe? department dr agency trt *riy 
foreign government or any political subdivision thwsvf acting, w&tifn the scops of its 
jitrisdictiao^ and (7) to the Coir.ptroll^TSenere! fqr lhepyrtXJSc of conducting revwiss*tid: 
audits. 5 * . : ; 


Trie iegttiatirro history of Section ^demonstrates Congress’ - cleanmdereittmliog that this data is 
! 'some of the moat sensitive da^d^Cp^ftiasisfl possesses;. Paw administrations went to grpaf . 
kngtiis to maintain: tlx: c^.SdKrols :y 0? Section & daut, which utihnately led to the exceptions 
above. Wtlhin the ifmite^ej^epti&is to riOft^isckiSifiB, Cc-rsgtess specified :ftie only puqposes for 
vdueh fiirther dt^los^wl^^ifssible. The lengthy history and tvefotioh Of StctlotiS 



*%MdM thrifts the entily'i ability to further dissmnafo ’he- rnfrrmutioft oeiy >0 "»-\v sc lion or ?roct*r<i;ng wxfcr 
ths of (be » .toiled SUraw to which if, the Ckmunwsujn. v the t/niied Sates is a party" 7 ti AC J 
** The Afef ftsttKO the wvwty’s ubitky to funhur dawrairwi* the infwreM ion coly in “coswexiton v^th an 
RftjUditMory action or f« Acceding &i siugtrt tinder dus Act or the Irtwof such Stat* or po&fioi! subdivision 10 which 
S«ch slate or poetical »ubtitv«jon ij a parly id. 

n T:« Ooffoniaskifi shah not furnish the cifwroattM until it :t ranrtKd tNr nw Wcowtion «U‘ cr* to- chrcfosed 
mcept us connartion with aw ' sojudreuloey astwr. or j^.iM-*edling brought under the laws of lueh foreign ^jvirnMeo: 
or pofsic^l siirSivraj©/*. : a wtavh swa fursifu gjavcmir.sst or poli:ical suMtv^ioc . k a party.'* Id. 

*Tbt Art pivvides *.fet in reports the Ctunpwllcr General -ihil'.nw irxludr dst? ivl icfhrtns'.V. tta; wp u |d 
sepa-;«sly diftlc« the business waAsactwnofanyprrsor, and ifejcKCte.'1-f :«re«. of CuWomwc •* 7 U S.C. 

1 **•>. 
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» flWrfJtofeig 


Uliiiimle Congtmiiwal Uv narrowly tailor any exceptions to the general prohibition on 
rules* eg S^iion 8 date. Congress recognized that, while # is Cfiattn: swan na&is Section S date 
to cany mb jls statuary purposes tins date warrants strong protections against public disclosure 
to wfold sahaanilal lafury in m&si partic^Mats. 


Baaed on ^seussians with Che OCE ecanesmsis who dowTikwdcd the data onto OCEK«t, it is twr 



.andeistafiiikpig (tea iaaiij? of the ccDCjonvists accessed and analyzed Section 6 : data, wlucl^ 

*e basis for their pft&ilfcm’ 7 : :fhc : Dis& Ripest states that “there is no basts to equate 
h^rapn; onfaoandmg psfwrwoc* with improper »cc«6 fo CFTC Gafilstewl iku^ ft 
ddtescflhed increaie? detail irrP«l l.D above, as a result of tJie ira|»agei% m 
papeswoffcj some OCE fiicoBMnisfe were not proparly appointed or they retaih^^pss^tcr 
ituiMsig «iid data after their term had wepsyed; ftssfore* it was: acd Section % 

mijowiatioH with these indiriduids. In addition, many papess had juried 

papers 'suteni'ttcd for peer review and we do hot hast sufficient whether the 

&ia wes uteclrwed to co-auihoni or jararr. 0 * Nadies of fee psssissible 

•of wTieshw 5tu»h 


fgisued 


disci esurw of fecthsi A date. However, Use Dra.fi Report Tcs^ssftj^ 

• disclosure ocsSwrial: #= % - -- k 

\ \ ' 

CFTC Mswagpmcm agrees with the OIG’a sweatees e£ip$e$*dt by CFTC and 

physically present al the CFTC arc granted acc^ lio fetation- protected under Section 8 ra fee 
course of thdr work ftf? the D»ft Report notes that thertt 
^bscitee of cooiiois” w? with respect tedaia OCENe? W4 and probierax wiih 

appomteteofs; petkv&riy: in eontbinatibi^^i’Ddipg* give cause for eoneern that «mc& to 
protected data may cnr havs hew^iiffirted % j^nvuSuai* employed by the Crnnmfflsjoo and 
jmymcjjly 'present here. • f'^%. 

In addition, the Draft Report wrtjik f|&i ' 30 8 » e^omistr published papers ‘^iaregfcrdmg ific 
Agency’s proilbitiMt . . idfteiSWtiikg paper* whi te the agpncv wjvtew was pendutgr and 


ti#4 luilft ?■? . AddaiwaHv. m the .KWf lharf 


Interview wt 


1(b)(6), (b)(7)(C) 


CFTC M*«8#ment believtt tiw the findJn* In Ihc Onrit ftspttl &a» Vfetrrt was as "abMnw pt'm^k it k» . 

; jpteraiwajcn?. M White dwe wieiKt issrepts d a :w» *o wifhk? OCfiN'tit onviRRsnent snd Sfccte am 

: : ac/J aufotrc«iij3 crciTvstt CFTC *vtoiw®?ov«W had leyets of o4nt)pol» cc the sk»m, » as«] «« oddfite 

a»CU®li *#SfScyHV~$* ptaicy, ,wcice<Su*« fcw! w vwl I *fc twiHhtg. CFTC; Mia^smm! «shnowk%«rs- dial • 

: tttf^«TWrRJ*'rn*ytv*rtoveh«aem^ iwinttw^ Hrw 

mS&inhJ,, bill CFTC Mantgenunl m ccnsinifted ta ensuring sifccrive CTOSrOls itz ifTPteEW/U SC<f fixrwwtf . 

CFTC ilwr icftrewes m ihe Draft' (UpoK : te» '‘ubMnec of «wnir<»k v ' btsievis*a^ •ufceanlli^ly. 
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Aftffc&fkag F<w ts&mid CFl'C Disfribttilm ana attic* 0 »k l 


specifically ru>ti« ?ba a paper in , i} high-frequency 

- a subject similar to tfe initial paper be >;cnMnv$i ion dgte . m 

5 he Report notes that removable device*, were attached ic the compute?*; assigned tn 

OCENei*" 


CFTC Management requests that the Off? fthare any forensic analysis aiw/nr in’emew nrrtes with 
reapert to the OC'K cftpww*?!? and Ids* u=c of the date Obit! Management is analyzing 
w)®ther it will recommend mSdiShnaJ aciusa If data was improperly disclowd. 


; C- 


to Xnfcriuatten Proiected by -ftrPrh'aej’ Act 


jvi;^ 


In addition to complying; with the -requifemeots of Section 8 of the CE A, the ppff0fti|smai50. : 
en&trvfci* to ensure information protected by the Privacy Act is not inojp©*oMlat% aixessed or 
disclosed as pest {?f the CorenEssrori’s- affects tn educate and mformjhc g®ic^be Draft iteptirt 
observes lbs (he Camrois&fons Privacy Atf notiyca permit a 


permissibk disclosures prefer Sections ’ft* Privacy Act Ms e&KtfiS to reguterte the 

mainrenance, use, and disaarninalkm of ipfcnnaricn in idegtiinabte.tor?r. held in a "system of 
records" In federal agency files. Generally, the ptrrpa^yr% mvacy- Act is to belar.ee lhe 
ipvemmear? need to maintain infonrsMicn abo^Hpdyj'idukis with the itxuYKhcJs' right to 
prevent unwarrmtod use and disclosure of OurtrWwna’IInforrnatiori. The Pnvaey Act's fwr. 
main objectives arc to (I ) reitnet disclosure of pmoft^ly identifiable records,- (2t giant 
individuals rights of occct* to records about dwrrwelvea; (3) grant -ndfvrduols the right to amend 
agency records about themselves ip eeTtei^Bre^starces; and (4> estabf ish practices to govern 

The Privacy Aa prohibits any record which is contained in a systoe* 

of records by any means t£« any peraon. o? to another agency, except pMtWfJtf 

to-a written v.rnhencwis«tlC'tVt)H? iwlividuaitn v^iointbe record 

pertains-. . . There are twelve exceptions to this proJnbitifflai;: l»wey«r, 
with regard ta%0^^\»A«s‘ ptAjsew, there m likdy only two that apply.. They are 
c^SRittonly r(tfer|e^o^sthe ’toed to know* and ^toutincfiae^ emteptiiio*. The ' toed to know” 
cxccpttph^Sw^lfpr^ '-disclosure "tc tboae officers and employees of the 'agency which KilititwrA 


yfepxdp v^-hewssm^for the twasd is tlw- performance of tteeir duties.” 


5 u,s.e. 


W D^.n'rT R rf<» T . « 33 12& 

"MSI ' 

WJ M Af \% H ft 62 

** 3‘iotioA S 4a*s is mtwiwwd m the Enterprise Survejllft^c. CHmifh! 5l Ri«fc Mcu.Mring Svstcm P^ny Am of 
R«w«m<vf R*cor*h Katie*, T? Fed. Re* 58,8 If fSs?* 24. 1<>*2}. 
m U S Dew* nnwnr c» iusi KUEOvtavarw o» the P mvftcv Acrw 397s ^2DJ 2}, ai 4 
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$ 552s(bXi ). The “^routine t««" muxspiion *Umva disclosure for b routine use ms defined, jn fHe 
Ptwacy Act subsections {aX7) and (e)(4)(D). |ft| 


Consistent with the Privacy Act, release of liformatioa htaay system of records is proper only 
when the OCE economists. !hvc been propsri) employed and are ‘‘prrforming or working on a 
contract, service, grant, cooperative agreement, or job for the Federal government when 
necessary to accomplish mo agency . ( \tnciio*iT w There are no routine use exceptions allowing 
the Commission to provide the 5nfofl®afkjn that may have been accessed fey OCE ttxmym 
werkmg udder expired contracts, who did not meet the proper hiring conditions q&whp ^ 
access to the infc^rntir ion for purposes other than lo accomplish and agency %,F' 

Additionally, there 'fun. nP ri*u$as£ :«a« exceptwos thaf would allow 9*>cm to 
Act systems to private dtLzens, if as the Draft Report suggests, OCE f.ccmdilt^ts^vere 
phepftrtrtg ti» papas » private citizens, 1 51 their access to the data a breach of the 

Privacy (Act Although the data from the QCFNet server, the hard computer 

aimehed to; die server, .and the various external hard drives Add that w tt$ SHached 
.to ilwOCENei computers were captured forcnaicttlly; has nothren provided 

with the fact analysis of the data m OCBNct to determine Privacy Act was : ; 

hr cached, If* breach las occurred, the Agency.- tough jn^sSMof Agency OfReisl for Privacy 
(the Executive Director); w required to report th^tee^h any neecsseay 

remediation. The Draft Report notes that sorae^fthe arfqrtnation on OCENrt is protected by ibe 
Privacy Act, 1 tx but does not report any findings ftogggptafaw wftfe tesj*» m wtete tmy such 
infortn&liriR was improperly accessed. ■ 


any available data that may have been obtained 
tek of segregated aecea» to data within OCJSNet and the 
■ensic analysis difficult; however, as noted In the Draft 




CFTC Management requests that the (, 
by forensic review’,: WeagreelhaDmfe 
lack of automated controls my-jj|3ug 

Report, hegiisraag in lata 261 f v ^DI taruired individual user ^counts and passwords, ’ 

• : : ir% •&>£• ,r :: 

: 

L “ 5 IJ.S C. i 5 «> -the uwof stich twani for a frapos: which is eofltpatbte with the 
jMxpfiM fm’^icyf^uIXjlJectcd-" PuWicauwi w^F*4<»8jkifls^^ias«n»i»iirf% H sa^jaid»»W«»f dw 
fetwds ecffilaisfii a^iWiiystecn. iridudiagrtweategrtrits ofe*ers sr«j the pwpo« of web tis®,*' $ UvS-C, 

} }^*)M)^J?t 1 ^C^m!S 8 ioah« nkttteea tawsse ia« ata'a^y *1 records, ; 

Privacy Apfe o^^r^itisieci.ftitfikwioii pf 0».Sy«?8«s.Qf »««wts' Managed by tto Commodity 

Fell. 5,974, (Fife, 2, 20! JJ. flWirouhiw i we « taw Itae-te wrotar W, which sSites 

may be di$ckwed lo con»r*ctor&, grantees, vobjirtrapr,, ptpem. suitors, *nd Others jHsIpmlng gr 
vsariXfcg cts a wGCtnus, servx*. grant, coeperative ogrecraem, or jcb Jbr tha hedwai gav«fim«u wian Hftccssa^ to 
ieeamptshm a&eiwy funccoK,” E at S.97j. 

■"* Prfrvy Act of »9J4, Notices, htfahcattai^f liw 5j#eu» efltecttofe Ntanaged by itaCammodlhi' FuteJ^r Trailing 

CwmmaSMC, .'6 Fed Peg, 5.9T4. 5,975 (Peh. 2. zo 1 1 > 

: . CfcfSK»iMiW» published ninoieoi ruititx uves ic Coifts^wajon Syiteats oftew^, PrivutT Act of 

1974; hioitc«;'Pabt^eUo!i &f the SystWri of ftcewds Managed bv th* Commodity F muirs Tmdi^ Comfclision. 76 
Fed Re% 5.974. 5.974-T^ (Feb 2,201!) 

"' Yw.rr r. 20, 22 

:, '/J 3l l>, 17 n. 02 . 
ia td at 10 * 11 . 
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D, Acc«a« to informattsm Thai May iirt ixn Ratrkttd by MQlfe 


In addition :r> complying with the requirements of Section 8 of hot TEA and the Privacy Act. the 
Ccmmi&sioB is alw responsible for comptyinj} with the term* ofMOCs entered into with other 
Federal flfiracies aod with foreign regulators to share data to faednate the wtirk of the 
Commission. Many of the MOlis have restrictions limiting data access to Commission tfaft'ihat 
“need to know" to pcrfoiin the task* specified in the MOU. For example, the Commission 
fttered i«to an MOU with Member a&tm-ki of the; Financial Stability Oversight Council^ 
(TSOCT 5 * The purpose of the MOU between CFFC aiid FSOC is fc share «a%aa^ %% 
mfonnabcR ’“in ewinectjon with or refetoif ft? the functions and activities of the 
Office of Financial Research pursuant to ihe LVodd' Frank Wall Street Reform a^CpraferRer 
P?«ecboo A« . - . .*' m Under the terms of the MOU 'between CFTC and 
■ inferoiahkih shared betwerai the parties: : -s : : : 


. may he Glared only with 0) officials and employees of § Be^Ising^fey who 
have a need to know the information in the pCTfonnal^e^^j ^.^ ficial wrk 
duties cbftS)3taot with applicable few ft) (H) an indmdi^ w^lhe supervision of 
a Recelvijfg Party who Has executed a with the FSOC 


r,„„. rr^t.y, W w M C:«*fcf*W#l0« : fe 

( and, as a condition <$ rcceiVing l^on-Fublk 
boundby the Menus of this MOU or the ferns oft he relevant confidentiality 
agreement, e& applicable, and i^tt^cted wWfkpiy with ail its terms. 1 Jt 

On the CFFC matft fteiWdrit, the Comroi^ijib' Segregates access to position data, transacabn data. 

risk data, and cnfbtvenHrf|,data, Whifeh may also l«oh?<fed»fe received pyrsyaa*, to an 
: MQvi. . Rovyover, team to date v^hi^QCgKet was not Mgregated timl The date tonkMftcd in 
OCENct may have included that was received pursuant tr» an MOU 


CFTC Management .rc^u^aj^ftbe OIG share any avaifetle tkta that may havebeeivobfelited 
by forensic revi^y, tfc^t the lade of segregated access to data within OCE&et And (hr 

feck of ai^mafed%^n^|s'rray reake fcrtnsie analysis difficult; ltowever, as noted w the Draft 
Report, begittttfgl^ file 20 U . ODT required individual tiast acetfitift and paiiVVMdav 1 * 


A: 


\ ■ •* ' • ■ 

”* Ttts- otbes fDoruKf ageaseiia include: Depunman! cf fwosury, Qctrd of Cavemen of the federal Reserve 
System; Office nf the (IcnrntroWer of The Cikttjjk?: ^creffl ofCtwiumer fljwnwel Protection; Securities and 
F.se&tft|e COmmiiiskw; Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation; Federal Howingf itiar/.e Agiray; Na;it*al Credit 
• ; vfilvfl AdmifttsirKion; Office of FsranctoJ Research; asul fiwrln fe gsfti fe t a nawwas,; Wwww^ura <sr 
UndenouttU^a Fording tt:e SrfareM&i of Nwi-Pubifc fefbmwtton: Shared' Among ftatie* Pursuant w the RosM* , . 
Frank Wait Strwt Rtfctai CtssreS^iv FrMsctioo Act vJTit&ivt dai« Apr. 13. 2011. 

: "'I'ff ; : . i;;;;:;:.; ":!: d::::: 

: Draft RE*C«* T .at \M \„ 


n ; 
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Amkifj&td fvt Intefsai CFTC Bisirib&iox and Jlerview Oab 


E. Access ro Nua-Puhlk Sraforvasmoo 

In sddH'cn to the requirement to maintain the confrtlfcaiiality of Section 8 material, all 
employees of the agency are subject to tbs Commosicn'B regulations regarding confidentiality of 
investigations. In perliaent part, ”(b] 1. hifornuUor, ard documents obtained during Che course of 
m invosdgtdqD . . . shall be treated as non-public by fire Qraimtssiqn &ud its staff. , , 7 " iS The 
data reported (o S*i a# rjsciaied fij regulate marlcetj U mve-aigpiive inforni^ipn and 

Calls under prov&DflS ; K ,y fatec of iavestigativt information is only permisstbtejt^ the 

Cottmtssion directs or authorizes the public disctastiHS of file litvesfigafiaa; (2) the ia$wj^S» 
hr documtmis ate made public during the course of an adjudicatery proceoduif 
is required by tfcr Freedom of Irifcroutuon Ac?,' 5 * • : 

. : , Miirionslly, all Federal government employees arcsnfsjsct to dtp cfittcs,.^p^ol^ nsfrish 
require Federal: employees to maintain tbs cofifideaiiaiity of nan-pcfofic ingjlrg^ten received 
during the cowst of their eriipJoytaom® * ‘ ‘the Commission eis^w^ii^regulRtiwTnjt. 

rejaidHig fi» disclosure of information that provide* u fa] C^^rtl^o^^j^npKsy'ce or former 
employe r»t tS^gs k oi ctutse or to be divdg^F^fit^tbl or iKm-public 
commercial, economic or clticial information to any unau^riJ^lporatm, or release such 
information in advance of authorization for its reteas^% %. 

Similar to the discussion above on Section % ttiagrec ffftifOCE economists employed af the 
CcHBfmasjriftwautd pepperly h*ve aocesgto theaSbijpblic inafoiisds h«:«ivev(ty , I fiieyliiVi>*cno 
: ttjfiwrfty to release: aon-public inform^#! yldutsls oatsific the Cornmissson, \* fiwOCE 
economists* papers *•«* written of their employment, the Commission would 


•* i? c.r fc j • n .... '*; % 

>w lb Fniman, the court Secretary.- of Agriculture to inmbgat* the epwatjew 

of ewtm wwteret by regntmiiHU, ft* filing of dwly reports of oomroodity aoritet moiactioe#; 

4G5 5331. 13AL Thf^^wi^ibrafTidavriprovidriflJy ftrA^f^hWe^inwisddwt 

• ' ttAMrial : su$ili«rftecaBr;£ft*rfg§^i!|wBfia{]p!^ 

«*fi<feti£w, andlr^ifcg^ru mwstigfedve powers M get votamary coapmtKA. 405 F,24 at 

1 3 39-40 Set of id 5a?iW JOtfjpfS/. Cc., £5 F-2d a» 32:1 A 2 fading Fourth Arr*mtmerat prohibition against 
ujrr<*Morusbk> taaf^tyrS^ltcable uj regulations requiring refers 2«<1 diaclocaces wi&- respect to fcuaincs^es 
pjj^S^ofong ss such reptms wd UiKlosurcs vmo reasonably necjssa/y to protect the pubhey 

* J: "Wh^^^*gRgan off rseroTflfD^oyee of Utt United States «r of arty fJesmtcyvit or agency thereof, anypCSoti 
: : ag»|^«ptv»^hRlF o? F^U«et*i*l I-I«>urvn 5 Fjoence Agency, w igrmnftlwDepsrtra^^ 

-43^^tOMil > rocc«».AcS0S U.S'.C. »31 W314>,orbe«gaM ftrjiphi^tc Qf jipfVvaw^efw or^taBTic-n who Uor 
: wa5fit^^dtC'8ii#g«nc>'ttnd«<ih^xef 3? ufiiUe 5> pefe&bcfv & mtHmhy»m in **iy tnwwer 
w to not BOthwiisd by Hw Rm- intantatriJirt cemi-igto hint in the course of his employment or officat 

duiks or by retaw) of any sxStnilliKian m fitadc by, or rttom, repen or record made to qr filed vrifh, 

auch dq»n*mtt«»: or agency w ofTker or emptoyee thereof, which taf<in»ikoa <wn««8S «* rvteec ta lhe trade sutreu, 

. : : prt*.»:syiK, t W«*ions i style cf work, or app^ratu^ orio the idontiN^.oonfidenf i»l:*htli«ica> d«*» amount or «wcr of : 

: any uvMftit, ptofhi. !«s<s, cr r'm»Ki’’uriss «f t-n- pcrsr.n, fL^ pannetjAtp, eccpwatknj,«aidi«i«riiw;ort»r»riits 
«n> hictnw 'return, w cwjr (benwif or wy booit eomeiniBg any abstracl or particulars thereof to be seen nr ejeaireiysi' 
by floy:|»rwt;«rx«p{ a provided by law; sbai) he fined *mder Ihis crtlr, witnptmme^ mKirmw^n; orw jtmt, Or 
::: bod^anddMllherenievedfimiactfficeorenipJoyiSieni'* latr.E.C ^ 1905: 
iW iTCmii 40.735^5. ; 


:23::: 
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have to approve w .of any non-public rrvwtfutl However, urtlit this approval has hfi 

gjwfei yt may be c violation of these prnvUkuu :o ;dc«t x ntiu-pubik i#&nmfciw us tj.iv form, 
t octading peer review or outside workshops and swmrara. As noted in Part !J.B, scw» papers 
were submitted to jurors for peer fovww artd uthffs were written with coauthors who had no 
rciaticadup with tire Commission. However, the Draft Report don not irate Radios 
cwKcmuig whether the itsa was also submitted to the jurors a shared with ro-audiors who arc 
net ai^iiated with the C?TC 


CrTC Management requests that the OlO share any existing fhrenac analysis ahqfor 
lwrttt with respect tc? (he OCE ecxwiomisi® «nd their use of the data. CEfC 
Qormdsr reporoiwiftdjfig t^idrond wwbt t if H ton be determined that data 
aceessed or dfcsc(c«d. 



'%• ; . . . 

CffTCRsvigw Pro oea aedptreeij^ffi Did Mot 



hl 


The: Draft Repot* finds ibai thie dednoa Id temporarily sti^rf^poi^iba pdidwft^ty.PM'jfeec 
ki a first AsmndBw&i violas and y&tCy tared ihia f«jd^e^a%4«rmiftatioR that the OCXs 
economists wrote papers 23 private atiwus and not ^port ihlir official duties. 51 * The Draft 
ke# 0 rt #i$o incorrec tly attribute*- the decision suspend publkafiott ’w die Deputy 

General Counsel (D)(6), (b)( t atter than tbit ha C&filbtn."* Additionally, the Draft Report 
asserts ibntth* agency may have en^a^Ttn pfio^hBsh^Tut by irtip{<*tr>eii4(og a jscvtew pftteess 


tfc length of lime review has 
greyer detail below, we have revie; 
statements, legal analysis, and cct^lt&iOQs 
• Charaaaii. 33 f the Deputy GawraljCoa«teJ f< 


$hich w& believe yj ran - contet. 115 As act forth th 


T» finding and tetieve that certain factual 
mid fee modifie d, Specifically. (5) ?t vw the 
1(b)(6), (b) ' 

publication ot’tlte DCS (2) ihwt m no potential First Amendment vidtoffoos 

hectatscsfce iXiE <scona^^^.^re employed fc* the C;FT£ ; w*tt# •pri.tefc *dtisssw;:(3) t he 
CFTC did ftsj-l i*pposc,^^r|es|uint in nstplemenliKa &e:nmr*. pm&sSi -and the; agency’s 
process rtaralaKk; irit (4 ) She OTCr's application of the outeidc 

CTaplcyrrsml regtd&ropi S rrusuten, CFI C Management retjuwi&tbat Report!**? 

: txxm) ’" 

of the- Dtredfoftto Temporarily Suspend Jhifclicaek-a 

p||y| of me Draft Report &oks that the Chairman's January 24, 2013 letter Stated ‘U (the 
Chatman) have Erected this CFTC staff to suspend the external publication of research 
'conducted Of supported by OC£ * Infect, the dayman’? druwrttnn to puh&cBriwt is 
, re iterated thirmgkjul cJh Draft Report: 


7 pa^fT 8^RT, A 20, 22, 
“ id, X ii. ia‘,.1. 20. m»i 31. . 
‘•Mat 7^. 


App. 6 - IVTuia^emeDf Reapouse 


24 



307 


Appendix 002 


U S, Commodity Futures Trading Commission 
Office of die Inspector General 


REDACTED 

bvCFTC 




• "H*j Chaims stated 6**t ht had Creeled ihe CPIC stafflo suspend the extend 
publication cf research ccnduccod ca supported by OCE ... 

■ “the Ccjntmssisfl * . prevented disaembwrian to tb$ paWtc of completed research,” 
and 'Shr Agency has not approved mc-« of the economic- research papers fe decided to 
review in December 2012. azid continue* io prohibit new research publications and 
presetfaboitt'*;” 7 ^ 

» there i s * section entitled; ’The Coannfsswn's Decision to Prohibit Pul$oap^£\ 
Completed Research . .'V K aad ^ 

• -'the Office ofihe Chaiiraan in cnuuMcn with the fOGC] iraie^t^y^isper^ 

OCE publication and presentation activities.''* 2 ’ ^ 

CFTC Mani^cffism agrees- that she Chairman, acting for the Commwlioi%ki3pcadcd the 
publication of eeorHxcik teswach papers during the pendency*# ^fn?vi§w, and he acted, within 
the scope of his authority in doing so, However, ihc Dra ft Rgfffif gtscvs& rtt incorrsctiy 
attributes these actions to the Dcpaty General Dotmad fcj(b)(6),(b)(f > " 

Ssttiufj 2 (a)( 6) of the CaA enumerates the Chat^gan^'ptt^liGs and fiaicuons. The Chftifatan has 
tbs stasatory authority to carry out the agency^xewfew^Kl adrniiRsfcativc (uRctitmsn which 
include supertisioh of personnel fcmjployeft hy # 5 ^C<Krtni»km, disiiifcyihg work among tbs 
urn?* k fair Commission ns well as the dS^ and cxp^iturcs of Ciands according tp budgprs aid 
ptforiiik>$ approved by the Comm iasion-^jiU&Cjugh the Chairman nury defeg^e stsne sf'thei* 
functions, see CEA section 2(a){£»)QD, at akpputf did the Chairman delegate the fimefcona to 
OCC, ®ld «1| actions taken by Oqp w«re taken under the Chatman's direction . 

Because the Chair i*uu clon| , l^A^[ repeatedly ssaivU that ho made the decision to suspend 
puWic«tto% an d staffs s'j %^eBl ; f>ctians were nthis direction, and. because the Deputy ii&nml 
Coiiiwoi fot jfbiffil ipV have the auihoriiy to suspend psihi rear mao f papm, CFTC 

Maadgemoni i h^Deaft Report he changed to eliminate any suggestion tfcaf the 

Deputy Ctewrral^l^aef'fb-rj (d)( 6), (b)( fas the decision maker. Specifically. CFTC 
^tanagcOMRS^a^s that the Olu correct me Draft K&poft &* dv^cribsd bftStOW: 

tSk? 

**Oti Dec&tther 7, 20 i £., ihe Aarijpttd Deputy General Counsel, in 
jf ^Wneuhanon with die Oiatrmua's Office, instructed the Chief Economist . . , w should 
\ be corrected to state ‘'The Deputy General Counsel, acting (m inshruclkm fSmsr.t the 
Chairman's Office ...."• 

M j a > u 4 

,E 4'ai.S, 

fn .W.8t20; 

™ id, MIL 

w A£,*i <]*<*#, l, 2i>, and 31. 
m m5C$ 5C«X*XA) 
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•. Page it: t ifcv»ever P -tfse Dismiss 2ft? 2 iBStmchon frnm the assigned Deputy 
General Counsel cscaly psoWb-iesi all fuith«c poMk**»b?‘ ®*d pitmw&km - ♦ * 
should be changed to state: '“However, tlie Ocoamter 201 2 uemKiieft Cross 'die 
Chairman- etetfiy pfttfeifeM Ml ftssr^pubHcotwa and prtsentsBien ...” 

* Page ! : “At close of business on December 7, 2D 12, the assi gned OOC Deputy: 

General CotcisM, in correlation with th* Cia'tmtiM's tlffioe, ‘dire«ed thet^jlef 
Economist .. . slwdd be changed to state “At the dbse ofbuamoss on Decafei^r 7, 
2012, the Deputy General Counsel, acting m liistracti&B Sore ifce Diafonai’ p&pu, 
directed ftp Chief Ecraiomist , . , <** W 

_ A-.. ’ 

♦ Page 20. “As previously discussed, widaUt rtgard to the eo»tenjjC>t %g ^anch 
papers prepared by OCE economists, the Deputy General <"ouad'fc ^ bh f 6 1 (fa XI 
deitettrtiued to bar pu&ifcaKidc * . ." should be corrected i§^u^f k Aa previously 
discussed, without regard to tie: coatccf of the resgarcli ^^|$eboxcd by OCE 
etonoimMs,lhe Chcimian determined to stispewJhybliwfj^: , - 

• Page 3R Office of the €h*kri*Sh b cpit*iltenpn ^ith the Office of the General 

Counsel indefinitely suspended . , * to 6W* -OilUtt of the 

Cfurarwin indefinitely suspended . $** \. § 

' Ik }; 

& Draft Report First Aaiesdaatttt AwityaSfc^;, 

#% *. 

The Drift Report suggests that the Firs^Ap^mcnt protect the righta of economists employed 
by OCB Id public certain identic, pnpe^^ ihatlhr.se righto were possibly jnfrmged by foth 
the temporary suspension directed ^y^ths Chairman and the rev- aw process jimplfmicntoi by the 
agency. 55? However, the OIQjal^Wksbwtcdges that "[fJcgETsI isnpk>yee3 do hot enjoy the 
same First Atawdnienl R^f^^vate cram ,,m In particular, the OIG acknowledge* thiit 
She “First Amendment. does not Mircki from discipitwt ftc <w.j'*r««5S<MSt jwiblio CfTjpfoyf? 1 ^ make 
puystwst in thejf^to^Sba^pej . . - .”*** Pointing tt> tanjgmge in it 2©8$‘&iprsme Court: 
decision, sc&es?s ttel “whether the feet of public employment »bni larly afters 

If# Fintt fights of public employees engaged in speech related to s-xhtilarshtp or 

teaching" ; ah y epen question. 1 ’* Anaty/ic# the '"CGatexJ” of the. fcmploynwnt of OCB 
ecoaoni§tiTu» 0K3 d^kMmiiteS that (he indepeudancc OCE economists eiijoy suggests ftiCS 
a^a^t^i’isga staid t» soisMetoi die smttjatJKtajxrivattcazeri. 1 ® SjecifKaily, 
ihei^iR Report notes that the OCE economist* ^ their papers k private cirizens because; 

0 ) iheOCE •econofiii.its, in addition to tlwir efUcnl duties, were hired to perform “independent 
acodesme research” as ailcg^fly reflected in tbeir posiiiou descriptions; {2.) the Commission 

m S«*Ff afPOUT. 9t 2C, 23. 
m (if. M 
,n id. 

ra M Q^errtng to Ca* , «i?>* r . Cftf&fas, $47 U.S. si &S9^‘F 

n * ?-l M2! - 2 2 
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requires tbs to polish their fesearsh papers with a diseteooer that the views 

sxpohssert <fo not represent the views of the Chairman, the Commission or staff; and (3>past 
OCE sj&lfi economic research has been published as official CFTC reports without discUimere. 1 ^ 
CFTC Management disagrees with these findings and conclusions. As explained in greater detail 
below, OOP eoonomisis appointed as either fuH-tmie employees or a? either comp? osated or 
uncompensated consultants 13 * wrote papers as part of their official duties; we disagree with the 
OIG's application of tl» ahov^n^asta^ language in a 2006 Supreme Court daemon tb.^ha 
First Aoiendnitsfil rights of giivetjenerfi sraptoyees; and the inclusion of disclaimers clr? 
reflect that the OCE economics wrote their papers as private citizens. 

' ■ 

T OC£ E conomists Are Petigral Em&lovees Who Wrote 

Fmueij *?' 



While the First Amendment provides a high degree of protection io'j^ib^tfo^s 'by private 
citizens, the taw is very different with raspeet to the writings employee sushored 

pursuant to and within the scope of his or her federal •mipbyT^ntr. AJj^ugh ‘ public employees 
do not surrender all of ibetr First Amendment righto by enjoyment," ihey are 

subject to significant ccogxaiftlE cn their First Ariicndmeni|ri^t| ftbt applicable to private 
citizens. Gcrcetti v. Cebatios, 541 U-S. 410, 41? (Itj^tyi^-Qarcett;, the Supreme Court 
Concluded that “when public employees make la iJioir oifidal duties, the 

employees sue not spearing as durons for firsT^mcnJpient purposes and the Consritutkan does 
not insulate their communications tror^,*c^ioyer dSSplme" Id. sl 42 L While fee Court did 
a»t “torticulale a comprehensive frame^tjr|.fd^araf»g the scops of art empteyosV duties,* id. 
at 424, h did note that the "[tjhe jasper in^uyjhs a practical one,” and that "‘listing of a given 
task in an employee's written job ^fc^Ncm is neither necessary nor sufficient to demonstrate 
that cot glutting the task h witf^Jh^j$pe of the ernpk3y*e"s . , . curies for First AsftHKtaient 
purposes.” Id. at 424-25. have looked to bo employee’s job description, Ihe duties 

they actually perform, at4 sSojsct tiwtter of the speech to dotemrine whether it falls in the 
scope of v. Rodriguez, 73SP.3d 1060, 1069, Kff4 (Sf 8 * Cir, 2013} 

(cji banc). 


%Jr fc 

«kV 




!& deleting j^i^oa'dcscriptions of federal employees, the Office cf Fcrswtriel Management 
ifeat: 



•” u 

'* CFTC Mfia»{f=nwtti neat irw« s*s*t iCf. ctanGrrKs who drafted papers were not employees of the ajjMoy, suf 
rater pflfxtcfcd wk under cijuawcis M cuetrsciors, they ate not subject to the i&nw tafriattotu rw their First 
Awwivisiwt rights k OCE ecoiyxwsu appointed as either ftilMnaa Whptayws or Sri tithe cnmpwrtiKrtd or 
unwtnptnsatsd eeftsuhaiiis, This «Wftr«w it reflected it. the review process described above fo Part l.H k> 3 tetew 
in fW H1.C.2. While vh*>- ap* z&< Ssihteci tft.ttte same HetUlxtns eu First Amandotent rights aj federal employe;*, 
ihejr Ptrrt Ameobnertf are fstsrtec by choice m the tear* of their terftam •riricb may authorize review arid 

agency pnMtpprava! before publicarinn. 

27 
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“[a] description or 'PO' is a statement of tbe nmr.orduties, 

responsibilities, and supendsoty relationships of* position. In its simplest form* 
h PD indicates the work to be performed by the position. The pwrftose of* PD is 
to document (he major duties and responsibilities of a position, not to speU out in 
detail every- possible activity- drciag the week day." Ornce OF PertsONNEt. 
VJOMT., Frequently Asked Questions: QcssljkoHon, 1 ¥hai is a Position 
Description?, http O'www.opm . go v/F AQS/Q A . aspx Tfjafr'dZde^S 2-4iec-454a 
ac?e^b6ecKO6ba&pid^c9df0Ul-g5S04fB7-Sga4-3e261 25H 205 . 


.However, ; QPM has also stated that ‘‘[tjn the event Chat a position changes. agencies m 
■exercise original classification authority; that ifl, write a new position description 
new rotfponsibilitiej, arid classify accordingly htiroduction to the Position ^£ot||ci 
• aS 5$ (Revised August 2©09j. *f. '* 


\ 

feN 


the p^icion descfipiions foe CT-11, CT* 13* and CT-I4; reseatchedd^cii^k® 19 OCE set Sarth-the 
primary ; duties End jesp&fisabilkte* for each research -reonG ^ of these position 

descriptions provide tbai ■ itjhe incumbent's responsibiltlks^J trading rules 
and practices for their compstiave Impacts sapfee discovary%^. iftmariacy. . . .. Expert advise 
... will be used by the Cdttitauwibfi’s vjtfiout; divisions. (^nductiWsearch on topics Whhmtisie 

scope of the Commission's policy agenda Appht^tgt%^tn^ topis to nterfc?? 

: nycrostructirrc question .*’’* 2 . Nfcrijp ■ ■'■ 

Further, lV position descriptions forCTM[3 sad research ptovlde that: “the 

inoucsbeni also parucipates in the plaajfnp a«tf execution of Apecial projects ... [and] is 
expected to be prepared to proseo^aod rev^S^per sat professional meetings and confereosccs 
and 20 contribute to the literature ic£the fiet&l&Kl identify the effects associated with 
: implementing proposed 8 tandards|^g^§tio»s and jsdiaes.' 5 . Addfetanily; timpantiop 

descriptions fbt CT-15 resaaf^^oM&tKS provide that: "the iacumbent is expected tobt 
sought out to serve present and review papers at professicsia! rriafllmgs and 

conferences, to cont^^'t^telitwWiire (n dw field:,., ..’'i** ; . 

•Under the Fit ICStS discussed afcivcin Garcetti md Dchiia, the papers written: by 

;h«OCE eeerr^^t§^lSll the economists 1 duties u> "cnrttriflvte to--ihe : ii«ef«iii«! : ttt titt ffcildh as- 
set through -CT-1S position dcscripii'otB. Aocotoin^y, they qiialifyas federal 

erip!gy^| apteph Wd«: pursuant to their oflfaia] duties- While the Draft Report asserts that the 

Qi&tS ^codcipiists were hired in pzrt to perform ,l imicpcndcrit academic research,'" ‘ l that term 
app^s QOWlicre in tint piKftkifi description* for the OCK economists, and none of die- position 
descriptions authorized OCE senotMmsu to write “hide pendent” academic papers as private 


ty7 CFTC Pwfiww O'scnpbrre - Reteuch Kcewirr.nl (H)SfHKi. 600308. «vj <500009 
m CFTC Portion Descriptions - ResBarth Economist 60000* and 6 
'* D»4F7 Vfport, Ot2l. 
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citkem cr. ofricioi geroiraem tare.'*’ Moreover, she papers wnt drarad using Bovemnrent 
rime, rrenureej. and data. As rwttd in the Dratt Seport io a discussion of At dtvr'.spinou 
and use <jf OCENet by OCE cconomi sU. 


Over lime, mter^gaicy use uppers lu have, dropped sff r while istwEJl uw fcy . 

; OCE OTonpmistS; increased. As overall demand for OCEnei gre w, adriltiopai 
equipment was provided for its use, jWhatbegsiias sjiprtsktmaiely live deaidop! 
(and a server) grew torwsrty jwenty, The AdViiritagw of OC&wt for research 
purposes were many: Eke any server, it stored data sc that it did not need 5? fees# 
separately loaded onto the many desktops; it was Sister, tneaitrog that ^ 
manipulaikin aid study of daUstls could occur more sickly; and it con® 
Doiquc programs for the manipulation of data. Additionally, it altowptbQC 
bring on outside economists to do research wtnle lifting access to Kh^CFi£ 
f<twork u5 : 4: f % \ 




Significantly, Section IS of the CEA doea no? call for '‘indet^id^^s^^rtk resesa’chV^ It 
directs the agency fc establish arid. ritatroam fisresrch and inj|)ith^ia(i progmms char further the 
CFTC'a misaioit and purposes of the CEA. OCE ^ovemmem time, rttourees,: 

snri dais to fist fill this statutory responsibility. M 7 ^Addifiin^tigy consistent with the requirements 
of the Privacy Act, the Commisainn would only^m-e hj^nJiutborized to g/ani OCE economists 
access 10 record? that might he Privacy Act pw&afed fbr the performance of their official duues 
when accessary to accomplish on ayenoy^inf tiorL*^' As disused in greater detail in Part ll.C, 
Jbere m no routine use exceptions to tfe Act that would allow the Commission to 
provide Privacy Act protected infdrrr.Btiorflc.^CE economists ading in thetr cspecity as private 
Indeed, in accordant# *?th Dve direction of S*diwi iScfthe CFA, the sisbjoct 
matter of the papers ~ econoaycs tfepflirnodity futures and related topics - fails squarely withio 
?be scope of the Conamissispi'^'.iyiues. 


~%rm- 


w At xt forth Restaur* Bcoiwraiet 600004 , 60 C€C 8 . end 600009 , OCE 

WaWWhIii.i nr* i*^cg!j u^ptiiidattittg ifesesrtA on topies witSvo tf*. reiyp; offer Conwsws ton’s policy agenda. 

:M id gt l^no&ne lire! iHp* vms a ifodtcettd server osed by OCt to iler; cade data ftrfaciliratfi Us work and that the 
’ «*yvi ^pitt^mAcensiidc by anyone with access to OCh vit toat,: few coaid only fc* oued wlA; a vsM CFTC 
a«erwintam|isaw<^ri id '« ID iriotListHc use dfGC&Tfek its ability id too. erimpHfo pregriiirii needed to anaiyw 
fcJu hwCiilg that foe advailagt* oi'fSCESei foduded Stong e or data so that it yns not kmkd onto 
mkito'^sistops. shiFty to quickly manipoUts wd study dou, and its vwiiqw-^ognieiH for mar.ipu latkmof CattL 

w Mts2:hc,fTU.S.C.?22 

HT As dii«0H«5 A. 1 ;Htsrin^rt3i;c:o f»3lt:hs^‘»l5?le S5crior5 1 SrcqtHres ihe CFTC fe> conduct eec-’Hwi.lic 

resswvh and thus provides support feat the OCE economists 'Mr*r paper? as part of their official Uttfiss, Section IB 
■tea not watrpei or require for CFTC re publish ressanih in wadBr-ic o? professlonol jotsmak 
: •* Prtyncv Ain of 1974; N<ufc<; pjAlicetfoa t?f fee Syfloms of Rccnrdv Marked by fee. Commodky b J mur«s Trading 
Cottmlsstoft, 76 Fed, Re*. S.ST4, %&$ <?«& 2, 2&H k 

The Commaaivri (Kikliatwg wmsumr roattae ums t^ptidihie to Comniicejtxy synatM of recoils' Privacy A« of 
ty<4; K8?Iit«iim of the System* of Records Managed!^ the Cwntnodtry Futnws Trading Cwimrcaioo. 76 

fid. fta*. 5.^4, 5,974-76 CFeb. 2, 201 5). . ' 
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Aitfh&mtd Far Interned CFTC Ditinbuiton and htview ChriV 

Filially, it i» CFTC M«nag9ro«ni' , s view that the OCE economists wrote paper* as part of ’.be *'r 
vfficii i! dcliea because they were subject to superviswy by otfwj CFTC employees. Thi 
Chairman has delegated ■uipervisory authority over most agency stuff \o various heads of office* 
who also, m ttitti. hajve delegated W^tVjKify authority to other CFTC employees. Tfte 
pwitian dowripiioES for the OCE «otj6tolats reflect flwsc :9ttpsfviwwy detegatitm Fcr 
essmpfo, the position descriptions for the CM l,:CT*t‘2, aatf Cfcl:4 OCIE’se^wti^s provide 
that the supervisor for these OCE: economists the Supervisory Economist 1 5 1 The p5^iio« 

d&sertption for the CT- 1 1 research economist auo states that “jtjhe jnetBnbfiflf acts 

: gsn«?J sapbrvmtai and policy; guidance of the Chief Iteinoittlst - . , keeps : 

informed of progress drjd jpoieaiiSkli> : problems concerns, and 1 srm|£. . 

. . Hupervisor reviews completed work: for soundness and overall apprewch. adh^rof.^fo,.- 
^iiiremen&vachtevrment of expected results, and- foe of That 

the OCE rconomistsf wrote the paptn; as part of foeir official fery : 

lad. noted i« the Draft Re|wrt Wtel Ch»f Eesnranjft app^v^ai'lrl^ 
reseerca topers written bv OCE economists writing as employ eea.lsntrfictare find 

»ts3 :T; 


consultants.’ 




Tl'jft fcbeve ftvets foreclose any claim that die papers tvvittclrl'y t>CE ciononHSit- aro entitled to 
ilte Firs* Amendment pfokdisns applicable to ^ hahiiji, 1 & F-3d *f ; C?4~?5. 

Jus! like the plaintiff in Cktrceni,. OCE ec-xriomif Ls vxt&e$$cctcd to find did conduct research; 
and draft papers as part of their official duties. U .$• st 4 K*. Accordingly, under the 

"pmclitfll” prope of employment analy^s-teid out in Garcetih these dulses should be tfispositi v;. 

OIG's contrary analysis is mUtakcrt -%• ' 

■£ 

\ 

In light of the above, CFTC Management disagrees with the OIO’s cone lusion th&t the OCE 
ttonorthsti Wrote paper? sro pav^t^rigahs. 134 CFTC Management requests thal foe OIG correct 
the Draft Report to vefleiir^acfoi kfiafus of die OCE economists, specifically that they were 
brought on to write paperf ai;>pfefehdr official duties arid thwdbie, sift not write the papers as 


••: , XV* 

private ciftzm ? j* *..* j 


OCE 


>ot Affodart ..‘Acadsmk F^dpri r fn3iftetir>n M&.Di&a.ia 


.As rtfi\ai a^*e,|be OfO misapplies s statement :n Careen} to suggest that there is ah open 
^u^o^sro^rJwtbe? OCE ewamniste receive First Amendment protection based on coswriw 
i academic freedom . 1S5 In that cast, the Sujimne Court held tfcattha First Amendment 

didi^ protect a government employee from discipline based on a speech toe employee tfufoe in 
the course of his official duties, $4? U.S, at 424, A diasentuig opinion expressed concerns that 


^;7.US«.^Si*Xei : : : ■ : : 

f,! CFTC Pa$it^ ... fcStfK-h F-CimwiW. -M^3W, 6000-W, and 6C0C09. 

,3J CFTC P»sil«irl Dcscri^iuii • Research Ecosomial 60000? 

1 w PRAri - PFPefl.T. tt ;•]. 

l *u i? 21-22 . ; ' ' ; 

: Ui Mu2l. 
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-tire iri^odty's'MIhg wau!4 freedom to public college® «mS umvers^tg^ ; ; : 
l&M 438 (Souter,: t dissenting). The majority responded by Cvmnarottiig tha* “ftjhere is some 
argument tbsi expression related in academic scholarship cr classroom instruction implicates 
addlifofial a^ttftfcmsl imesfcm” Id;ja 425. <t specified, that it '“need noi, and % 

thatreaswi dfkl] not, decide whether- pis] analysis \vt>aM apply into aaroc tiwawr to n ease 
•wKwhsring speech Tebred to scholarship or teaching, ,v M: SosfK lowiorwurlsi fcsvs Apeoti lb* an 
academic context requires additional: protections;, but they have extended basic First An^dment 
protections only in cases involving .stale-run colleges and itelvertitk*. SteDrsKrs v . 

729 KM Ml t , 1 019-20 <9* Cir. 201 3); Adam j * Tn of the tMr, IfK C 
550, 562 (4^ Gir.;2i>ljn ( ,r We are persuaded that Garcetri would not apply in ?b^« 
context of o public university as represented by the facts of this case r ). ,^ v \ $ 

'H;. 

1 he contort here is very different. OCE economics are hired to sej^e fopi^eds^fthe 
Commission, an independent federal agency charged with regulatin^br'^ujfs and swaps 
markets. OCE economists have access to sensitive Cownb^pn daf^ w$$h is protected by 
Section $ of the CEA and the Prr.acy Act, among otter la\vs;|A$ Id cl the C£A makes 
clear and as the Draft Repent acknowledges, this research i|^wducted to further the mission of 
^hqCF^C. ,,6 Based on these factors, CFTC Mimagmenf^nckdcs that psp«s produced by 
OCE economics to further the statutory jmssioj^pf d^C^TMiffer'OSlariMly For purposes of 
First Amendment analysis from that oTresearcH^on<lu^aal%t public collets and universities. 

Even if the Supreme Court were to foHowdhe ioWw^UflC view based on GanwHi that 
scbotewJup mkI teaching may he Amendment protection* it would likely 

net extend it to fcdrnil emp]oy?c^tervins^#al agencies charged with iropfemrntiog federal 
jaw, KdiwvWi even if the courts ytera .to analogize OCE econesmste* research 1o that of 
academics at public miwrsiti&& Firsf Aniendment purposes,.: their work would still be subject 
to considerable Comm&SKJp f^ktior and oversight. In order for the First Amendment to 
protect These public ernpl£j^'|bm suds oversight, tMir speech must be aedressssd to ''matters 
of public concur 2p^f£§F.34 «t 1 020 (citing Metering y. 3d o/M.39:l : U.S l 563, 568 
(1 96S)), and mustomweigh “the Interest of the Jgovenunent], te. ad 

employer. m the efficiency of the publics' $*rvte It perforin* itemgiitii employees^ 

'Mysti fikgfaQgffgei v- Shelby Criry. Sett i Dtst., 270 S\M 1036) 1048 {6th Cir. 2001), If this First 
Amea4#w^ottcftc^ v\‘ere’ applicable here,; the Vommuaicm’s review process would: strike the 
balance. This is because moat of the reaaarch u devdeped through access to, and 
ttse^fptopSetary Comcnissbn resources, the research comforted must be to discharge 
Commission duties, and the Commission must ensure that its employees comply with applicable 
{ *ws and regulations, such ns Section 8. The CotimuwKm'a review process es described in Part 
IfIvC.2. ^served the public interest, m promoting the efficiency and propriety of the public servtcea 


’* Id W 7-9 tetsfloirhc (tsaKh anivitk*. genwaity tuvier OCE. *w« WM dwerrbed is nearly tv* ry arsiiij 
Ctxflm Bjion report, chc CTTC's puWfc-facing wetent irdicsres OCE eronoRik rtseareO. snil OQE tiste 

accwrpiijhmcfrti vhA tat wvqn workini;. 25 ptewnimioni, end three publiaUtnni) 
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it performs by ik rWHWws, including positive dal a, are being used wily for 

CurrjnissicHi-a'iiliOTized purposes. Thus, notwithstoridktg difcl tic analogy to jcadcrr.k.s and 
puhhc universities is inapt, tbe Commission’s actions and review process would satisfy tliat 
standard as wll 


!n light of tl« above, CFTC Management requests that the Draft Report be changed to correctly 
reflect Garcetti. and other relevant First Aancodmcm case Itw, which do not confer First, 
Amendment proietiufft m e&tfwmk: re^ownii conducted by federal employees pursuant 
official duties. «» f \ 


: 3. ! Use of Disclaimers bvOCB Eeonomisrs fitoes Not Confer ^rivgg Citigglii 




In tbu Draft Report. the QJG stated that the cse of disclaimers by OCR ecan»Spist^mnd the 
umiaston of disckim^rs b. acondftjie research published by tbe Cofiqjnin^^a^wrt the 
conclusion ihut OCB are written by GH“E economists as Spein&ially- 

the OiG noted that Cornitiifisiicm employees are requited to ii$1 u4$ di|ej^mtse in their papers 
providing that “their views do not represent throe of the C 


e Coinimssaon or its 

employee*.*** 1 Putlher, the OIG stated Shat the . . that economic 


research papers published under a disclaimer are dane,sp| 
a Gornmissioa employee vesi iog official CFTCjfti^ot c 
We disagree wnh the 010*2 findings regarding ihe sig 
by OCE wwficmUta. 


'%-*T 


ause the author i» publishing: not as 
iSbn, but as a pri vaie eUwe’fi.* 1 59 
nee of disdairoera in papers written 


Federal agencies routinely require 


disclaimers both when an employe* is acting 


in his or her private capacity and JtaWfie is acting in an official capacity. In the caw? of 
an employee who has written a pa^er iahis or her personal capacity for publication in a scientific 
or professional jouttrtJ, the d^-rcgufeUortaon outside employment require die individual to 
include a disclaimer to views expressed in the paper are personal and not 

attributable to the empk^qj^^ency. Standards of Ethical Conduct for Employees vfihe 
Executive Brmdiif‘%^cp^i^Cc)hkict'% 5 C.F.R. § 2635.807, Specifically# the Office of 
Gavemnwat FMuJ^3fS#)5as said dsat wtefttt employee is acting to a private capacity, “ffj« 
fifc extent thatlt enfgmtes the employee's opportunities or fiirtherslhe interests of the employer, 
span&w oK^Hjljicr, of the employee 1 s. official title or position creates at (east- airappear&noe 

o fi^ dtpufelic Jfeeetbr private gam md may inappropriately suggest Federal endoraen««t &; 
4|d|noTi>e activity. 4 ’ 56 Fed. Reg. 33,778, 33 / 7 * 1 : riuiy 23 , 3 $91 5 C F.fi . 

§ 26'^7t).t W 

It jfl also common practice for federal agencies tc require that an employee use a disclaimer when 
he vt she- j$ acting to his or her official capacity so that his or her views do n»? act to bind an 


■M $2 

* fit. ; 

*M : : : 
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3S cray regardne; t partteular »iw Of mssef The disclaimer aJso ensures the! agtncy 
employees do oot inadvertent!? misrcprcscnl an a^oiiv'y’s ohtCili pCTrfrtrG err a particular jssoe or 
maittr Forcrrample, tjieU.S Securities and Exchange Commission ("SbC"} requires its 
employees to ioUwk a discWowc 'n'nm publicly in Iheir official capacity. See CFTC 

Globe! Markets Advisory Committee Transcript , si 3d (Nov. ", 2012). ^ Sirtiiilii)', live U.S 
OepMaxni of Defense fOstn asks raff to ncltukdixJfiosirs vritim, [key speak In their 
official capacity. Speaking in your Official Capet!*?,: U.S. Dep't ofDfj., a 1 (Jan. IT'S' 
further. a number of federal agencies and departments use discisinrcra on thek o 
exfenpk, the Department of Veterans Affaire' swebsite disclaimer reads ns icliowdf TF 
and opinions of authors expressed herein do not rxeexsanty slate or reflect those; 

Stares Oovemment, and shall not ire uted for advertising or product endoraeege^jp 
tkekife Policies and Other Important Links, VS. Def'i of VrfRIWNS AFFxfei,*% 




ft is, anjrcovcr, the Commit ton's equsistettt practice to 
example, Cnmmbsioji issuances, including no-attica Jems, 
toked questions ocwuasn 0 disclaimer it? tfie same e0eci. 
c>p!iatni«l to support an argument ft&l those doeunwatis 
duties csj were written by Commission employeeg^nm^ 



|bt tUaciahJWJS. V& ; 
wftt &£$,: aad Hts^m&y 
ier could never be 
•^u^d« tii is scope c-f the riguamrks 1 
ihvas (Mizem. Without a 


disclaimer, it is possible: that a raseafch paper c|ul<l be^eis&d as binding on the Commiscioo, 
While Uw Cnnratsaiwi may wish la adapt a partf^^#ticte as the view of the Commission and 
mission p^»tdication v W ‘ mean that in thc 


direct that it be published inane 

absence of such a decision that OCB ce^bt3|sare acting as private rinzafta rather than 
C’ommtssion ,»mploye*s when the Cgnuntsaof declines to do so and requests that they ua*A 

lt( * Ai fhe Owbitr 35 1 1 C.FTC SEC employee who w»s invited KVspewkfo 

hWlw ckiKcal cecity w rtfcted 1* CW benJernilemeJtinfts wul Guidance *wted the 

&jikwffe)g: * Before i go any h§Mfj 1 «ed tt> state that as a msder 6? gefev fte jttC dJ»l^*aiu>i^i^ 
srasjtncnte like shre by '^3Kimi^«a^^e. the views 1 «xp.re« ts&y: bw my «ytfi and :4& «w( cxiessiTiy *e 
views of ih* 5£C^ ■ nry •wftvteaguBS oruht Ctaufclwwo aiaff.” Ttnnicripl of Rtrenti «t .14, CF TV 

Glotirf Mists. ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ 

w ptib «vffpiu)W3is te prowod t& foHQwi; *tcji spcdMftUvtbttroffiual sapaiVty. “Even if >Wsjai* 

mt^ariy or mate * presentatw at tm ewnt spuiimml by a swo-:Feet«J wttiy,- you itftUaW b^itt 

to ihff effect the* ‘iNr v»we I sen afcwttM axpreas 'sUft'-my <»v«'attd de ew »#cmsrtb' : 
repnjseni^p Army Pf the J>oCb '• .- < Tt» Only pccKioo wi whtrft you need not make $wh: « di«J*fewr • 

fffc DtiD G^rptsiem command at ocgwtaatipn awheri»*s you to pwent mfetroatteR as iht 
jwjiUOft." Presenting information as the "Anny’j pvsktoa" is th 4 necessarily the same thinu as sjwaoOng in 
yo«T%Km ca p*cK>. The Army he. not established a >astt!«v wt eacJi ir<l every cirsw or ime atrfMir which 
yirti iiivfesd ta Untess ym art- ateoluttly wrta* that the view* you mttmd fo eipeate is .your speech 

or^»«aakm teams sly refits! fht feonsily eiufelbitwi fcavion of the h’.S. Army, and yc « have town igectt^y 
tv&ctfztd i* relate that fownatiy estab* iahtd pwittert » » pubste you sitouJd with the 

: dhflainvy m .{bid above: Again; please be mindfal of the ftettSat esc nmy be authoroed to iptak In *& afficiat 
capact ry *v« dwngh not mithwiwd tg t^r^ent the Army's official poaitien <m i matttr Speaking m ytfur 
oknaiCwKiry. U$ O* P?p , si ! f-hm 

'*Sr* s.s. Inv. Co Inst A Sec lodu* etc Fin. WkL Am n,CF! C N> Acfioa Lensr hi?. 13-51 iSepL 5. 2fU1x 
cwutoWs ut ha ^/rft^u-^fic.gcw/uv nvgQ ftt^Wy^^i rtcg^ojWBNifCii^eni^^c^. 1 5-?i 
“iXM-rKhmiiT, et23 
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. 'iathMm jfrrfe* Urn 


dfsdsime? wh^n p*.tbiisMng a paper written as part of their official duties Accordingly, CFTC 
Mimagcawnt disagrees with the OIG’s finding that dtici&knm mean that OCE ecnr*o< 
papen arc written by them as private citizens lu 


In f ight of the above, CFTC Management roquets ffet ti)$ $>«$ RtpOrt be f efteci 

yw of ad iwlaimer does i^t mean Asi the OCE economists wrote the papers as private 
citizens, : : : %; ; 


Prior fteafratBt .Analysis 


; A. «■ 


M 

H. i ' 

\y» 

This DIG has also raised concerns that the paper review process may vinlatalhc Past 
Amendment's inhibition on prior restraint of publication. 14 ' After^i|w®$lh« law of pries 
wstraioi as it applies outside the employment context; the Draft thM even pre- 

pubfication review w problematic under the First Aajendmfcfll^ proceeds. 

In?m the assumption that “f t]hc govcnuncnt cleariy may require pric^ submission: of a public 

employee’s speech 6$ ’afilvm dtaeti.n\ht govemmeni ^m^ojistmte sufficient miere# m 
staying tnibnred of public employees' public stalemcpt^^ot fttattsrs c*f concern to the 
vw.rrkplttce.^^ • However, for the reason# give.R^Hov^i^^)4auagmcriii disagrees with the 

mr.'r mnMurmq <kot AT^? wnn/.iniiita n*'#tr&nt« r’fi-zwm m1tu*r thnn envnnKnsnt 


OIG’s crmclusira ihat OCE «cHnomi3is:&?e spsl&mg oJ'prSrate citizens rather than government 

: . . . . \ « • ■-■■1..' .’ 


employees speaking pursuant to their ostial dUlffcs^'' As explained above, because QCE 
fii'oooivii&li used Commission time, resoji^eSi^nil confidential data, arid becuvoe they we*; 
expected tc produce research on t^attew pgfSnjrtit to the Commission end its statutory mission, 
any research they authored was pursuant to%eir official duties. As such, U is t»t protected by 
tfw first Anwuviinen!. and rcgitiaiir«£ or^evicwing that spexxh U not a prior ttsvaini. Stmueison 
v LaPorte Community Schtxofc*$fo>\'$i(> F 1*1 1046, 1051-52 (7th Or 2008); Moonin v. 

A'rvcvfa, „... F. Supp. 2d. gjhM&WL 162838*? at "5 (D. New Apr. 15, 2 CD): ffovktot v. Disi. 
^Columbia, 928 F §up£l&J28. 135-36 (D.D.C. 203). 


. \# v w 

Even assuming ptift'Fra wouic apply tattofk performed by OCE 

Kftheir official duties, the prior restraint analysis still favors the government 
because 8^g^ecoacmis».ass gpveramott employes#, : As the Supreme Court fcia «xxr?Jib»d. . 


“may smjxse itstnums oajoRrel&Sed speech of public employees that would.!* 
u^ostitutiorwi if applied to the public at large'- US. v. J4at Tiwsury Emm Union* 
SJTClS. 454/465 (1995) I^NTEIT) To determine wlwdier a mstrctiOH on th« speech of 
government- employes is a prior restraint That; vtnletes the First Amendjnent, courts "'arrive at . a 


■ X ’U ■ 

“/<*;« 22 - 23 . 

lr! Id. K 25 (snitjfeasis added). 

"* iWrbalisv* ;»*i OKTs stoitmeor that She CoRwnisiwihss s dair la be; 

scholanhip fc*fc*e it n preecnwd ar pubtittnd is canx\. 14. « 23 


3 ajqjdacd of OCE ecwwnh 


54 ; 
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balance between Sf a eiljzen* 1 ft ttannwffling upon mattere 

pubic c&ncsm and the interest of the Stale, as an empfoyeMa piiiraoting the ; cffkkncy of t he 
pobtie services it performs through its employees.”' Harman tv C ly o?Hw jerk, i 40 F3id I H , 

IS fi2 M . Cir 1S58) ^quoting Pickering v. BdafEavc. ts/Twp HighSch Vf$ 1 . T 391 U.3.: 5£3,.56S 
(1968)), Inecnductingihis^qam/vMihe OiG'Cdfrescly. fioiea, wr.»» mst ensure that * 
regulations sweep is “‘reasonably necessary to pr<?tqet the efficiency of the pt^iUs stryie«-’” 
Weaver y US fnJ&mati&t-Af^tse^i 8? F 3d; I 429^ ( 439 fP-C; Cir. i 996) (quoting hTP^S \ 3 
U& at 474); see also Latino Qjfas Asi >i v; Safir, 170 F.3d 167, i 72 (2<J Cir. 1999)^ " v 

DstBg tbiSflfiEilysit, courts have upheld regulatory schemes char involve pre-pat^ 
of govemrneal employees' personal wrHin^, In Weaver, the U-S. information 
pie-puUiu»tfcin review of^ajll speaking, writing, aud teaching wteJblS 

■ be mtccpcrtcd. as relating to:tbe cuneiu responsibilities, programs, Qr apaTK^nk^f say 
employee's affeney'Of to current U S foreign policies, or which rea^abl^m^y be expected ii 
affect the foreign relations of the United Siales." '87 ' £.34 at | 628.2). 

Bee«csethe regulation did not forbid speed v the court- fcantP passes -muster.* 
at 1440. The eorat noted that the primary harden on a spe^w^tw delay associated with 
3 Utw»itting to the review process, £?. as : 1 44 1, but explam^iM^ftGaase. go vermtsebt •employees 
e^oy swso First Amendment protections, the won 

though there wea M fitr apecifi* limit on the to|pt of’Wiview process.** Id. at 1443, lt\ 
Approvjisg this ptepubneation review, the court nifteAl^st the government's tokmt. in .taking 
corrective action before the unauthonz^Asi^osure «f “sensitive malerial” is an insporiant factor 
supporting pre-ptisheatiafi review, id. aN*t42| -On the whole, the court concluded that the pre- 
publication review program "icsttidljed] ndaribre speech rlur» is reasonably nceeesary to achieve 
the government's interests.’' id. a^i^^quoration marks wd citation ornittedV 1 * 
i y< % \J 

Weaver is hardly an outiier* % S^ocd Circuit similarly upheld a New York Police Department 
policy requiring ail i^pii^B w'give notice before? re^1P ; 4tig thi&uig a a&t&tidtVl bdfwe a- 
privatu oiganization (I)'writteo noufi«stion of tnc appcKiunw, obd (2) a summary 

of the restuno^ ; Qgfcerx Ms. 2t, 1 70 F.3d st 168-6 9, 172. Notiog tbc City‘s 

'■trtmng ioi^v-^^^feying informed of police offiam' public statefinsnli about the 

Depatt Ctiurt found that the notice and tcpoitia^ procedure "slrikss a reasonable 
balanc^^^atfir Srmlleriy, a court upheld & Metropolitan Police Department Regulation? (I) • 
p^^.iragoficcrs from discussing Department ^policies, procedures. rules, pas&nnvi issues 
aiw^rection’': and (2) requiring approval from a: supervisor before providing “basic facts” to the . 


pweg the ctwrie *i ft* lili|i*tw, the opccy eehsMusd the i^taior/a* not tom of: 

pe(ik-hrv;ot iuf jmblicHion of materia! disappreved by the ageney « <»*i$ a ‘-t wbs iukir^tted tor review 
tetorthani". 87: F,3d ar 1435. The agency was free to discipafle emplcryMS tor publistuag oussiala In e|oteti«i'«tf 
i)k hw bf oifeef igeney polkw* to. « H36, 5442 n.J. 

^ a* the OJiJ ft* CIA hs? * r»b«»* we-Fobiscatioa rmri e w procedure tot the Supreme Court has upmdi : : 

Snepp v: V S:, .'m U.Sl jsdt(t9*by The Court noted the impwtwce of pretwtiftg cJassifkd iflflwwWkJn, but 
wtofained that the gjsvKnnvent may protect other “substantia! ^bvemwim interest' by restricting ftc ftee spsoch 
rigM* of govertirowrt emptoyerh- H. as Sill t0. Set riRAH lUfrew.T, rt 2(lj i4 n.!00- f$i. 
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. ComdenSi^ ; ; 

Authsfthed Fnr ItUchrat CFTC Distribution and fijrwrw Omv 


pufeKc. Hawking *^3 F.'SupP; M ' .Fiftiiftg that these restrictions went -to spawns mM : 

& official duties, the court found thai they passe* Gcm^tufiotial mus&x. Id nil M, 171 

When compared to ami analyzed under tiusc cases, the Commission’s review program U • 

consistent with mv First Amendment aiva ekto not act as 4 prior mtrsini As in Wtpytoy the 
review prog cam is not intended to, nor has it operated to, prevent speech Rather t as the OIG 
notes*, the review is. used to review papori M for informal km protected under Section 8 fo^jse 
CEAJ, and ftr other unnOdefitial w aswltiv* intbrmatif>iL** ,7J TTik purpose. is hrcwUy^fi^r-te 
the prepuhttcatiooreview. progrant . upheld in Wearer and significantly less pKirKSjve 
'review program at- tem in Hav>kins>Kmm £ other thiols, because economist!! 
then- ability io comment thus, any 

program ban on. speech is more than outweighed by the Cciumjsskjn’s i;UesW| in^reverHirtg the 
' publication of informirtifm pri^tected under Section 8 jmdfor other ; 

information. Of. IfVpiper, ?7 EM w 1.442-4.5' (reaching a stmRar .^Ith State 

: Department prepubfication review). ^ V " 

We also do agree with the OiG's wncetrsi that the lcrigth ?/ 0ft}jte r£vicw pfocess may infringe 
the QC& economists' First Amendment righto* 1 H The upheld * pr«ptiW*caii<m 


review program that had ‘“no specific limit on the review, process.” . WWW* 

: F3d at 1 443. Tbt* court eKplaiiwd iha. aJthoi^b^a ^J|»c a fatal flaw outside the 


employee?.. Id Accordingly, the court^rcject(ctfiiHFldea tlial prior review; in the employment 


context mmf proceed under tproiet tirheliak!* Id 'Ha: delay m the review' of papers is not a 
prior restraint 'December % was never intended: to he a patnaneas 

pioiiibitfon on paper clearance; it tf-^imeiided only fo temporarily halt the process pending 
CFTC Management nnd.OlQ ifi^^J^portantly, 'Umb initial defey was the result of standing up , 
the paper review pwess i^l^of fhe issues identified by the agency's review ofth* 

concerns expressed by Mb^over, the ongoing review o» papers iitvoives onaiysli of 
sensitive and eompfo^ih^W^Ifnng has bwn difHciiU in Sight of other preying CnmmfcwKwi 
business, see Managomeot had to determine how the review process shm4d 

coexist with Uttbtp^ .ongoing investigation, before any Smiags aheut the piothans identified 
— — 

11,1 N, 0 d^wC\b«-r<lii oanchuteS-tbS the D*f*rt3»«t'e <“*re limitwt reguteion of pwsew speert? was also 

tlspwiinom cattkf require tf&i perwo&i views be expT«i«<t and efftite' and be prefaced 

v^^l^earit«ten»enr'U»Bt ail views were personal. Nm&mf,.92£ F. Snip. 2d rt 136, Similarly, tb« Department 
mi £jjjg»»lted to require that office* expressing pexcral vwm* wi vnrar "n> v*i!!W¥i cm poHte uwlg^ia" Btd tins 

iWsy.iiwlipMkirje any pwdutu <W S<i-Vsee». la . . 

: .V s Draft Repor? , adit ■ • ; _ : : 

™ White prtcr restrain is nd an issue with regard to OCE eeooomhte who trjlph^ed by fba *s®£.V. « « 

: w?vr reWfwd wnceres w<xi!d arise with regard w iftdiyjlfcjjis who nray tinv-f. .b*?. t-ipoinimefil 

paperwork. Even .tfease OCE ««e«isa who .met jme proper}}’ appointed, however, may have signed a non- 

diaciost^ wt«c^thp}'-^4ad »p?c*i^ica1ioB rev-saw. 

m Ds/.iT“FPr>«T, St V f'Tbetensth of time Agency msmgXBfitnT ha? tsksn ta review t/d approve eoaximic . . . 
ressarch fopas. 9:nat.teoapak'd % : : 

1,4 ,i*wP!3i EH, Pan rtl.2; 9nd Part FVE.fbr dlsojasioii of rtrt paper rev iev. pf6c«i 
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had been made. * Tatis. the Comm jssiortYreview program passes coasutotiojiaJ muster on the 
Uir&lmess fiont as well, even assuming papers wirier. by OCC ccwutfnisto la yr« official capacity 
would receive First Amendment protection . !77 

Id light of the above, CFTC MadagStttnl request* Ihct foe Draft Report be changed to coucotiy 
reflect relevant case law on prior rewiaini and to note that the Commission's review program is 
consistent with the First Amcodtra-ih and does pot Act as a pnvr restrain'. 


As briefly dweusned in Part LR shove, the Ceanassston has discretion to detea 
process for papers Written ty the; OCE ecwaoRtista, and the review standard flfor ? s 

mtxs as a fill 1-tiroe or limited-term employee; contractor; or individual tm 

; with the agency.*”: For an employee who wrote the paper h part the: 

discretion derives iircuL lite foliowfog: (j ) d* pape» were psodor- J " 


resources. aod information and by OCH economists who wag su^t^top'lC supervisicai; (2) 
ts go yemmoft wort product, the papers are not eligible for 5J .'S . Cdpyri jjfo 

s voiimtarUy restricE fl;^ir 


law;' 79 and except fo limited drcuinsSqnecs, govemro^^ 
ability to exercise free speech when they accept 

It is important t» note,, however, white ?fw rtvitQy within che Commission^ disoretioR, 

this discretion must be exercised tcamitfemly wit^Fe^ral laws and regulations restricting the 
relc35« af go Vermont mformahon. A^i|t qf the review' process, before a paper U cleared, the 
GkoibIssoq mitti&wiflsn father recaived any si^Iementaciofl of aalwy 



,yt See Pari lit . for a dlacuashm of flu? ptspfcfr^ie* process E3JKb)ish<xi ssw implemented by the aiwnty.': cf. DRAFT 

■ XDT/Jvt, at v Ccoting OIG WW crKOtp^n^re^iibiiettion review -Arfm# it- itf^4st'4«jar.). 

W Addltitfaily. OGC has fl2‘i } ^'^4hki«B'9BonwyS ti> !l*t revie* of papers sod th «e additional revwvw Will- ; 
&p«ed te|nl review $m Pw t ft-Kins papw» «re cunroriy «ndw wtiw review tefha 

: OGC &» OGC wturipiite^^-Vai^ws will bu ck***d waJu: 

^ !5«tih of the program who wato GCB r*$rssck p>pert were emp?«y*<! jftswteiu 

so ijgreenienri ui^tJifo: Pmwatel ActyPAfoi' i??0. 5 U,9,C. 95^37)-537}tf4 a*?- ThsIPA 

provides for the af y.ersoejsel ijeSwieii the Federal Government and stole <jt load 

j&ttttisoim, hitter education, n.vd Aihse crisis- ftfjsasiiKted*. fodAidutb «wv*ag tinder SPA 

sgwa^wrta i^^^^^-f<wknU cn53k>.vep.» muJe- statutory authority puraifiB* to the 1PA and they v» haired by the 
adiics t«gl^lKASs5^./.SC. $ 3374(c)®. Coasistent with this, shift* indiVidttofe **tvwg uiufer 1 M «^Werf»«f» 
wh&felso^c^^ttp^ tire subjia tfr thiitvft* ■stoniisi'ds ^w Commksion w^loyeta ret fottt. in Part lit oi'dtia 
” tairy^tfoCommissicn iihewie an imliwlijal'slPA agreement io confirm racofliianM . 

$tk>oa] turns and ccc^hiooj prior -K> pubbcoiion fi htr- or her pojK’t. The indrvWin?ii : 3 cwfkiying agency , 
erf s8&»b,M> oJ.vo may wish to review the japer or have inpet rfdo sRy^*cUtir«W bttVc finul wlcvUJ^Uwi 

'** The Ccpynglil AsS of ’^75, es tuasntted. I ? CIS C. { Id 1 4 u*tq^ de^no. Rovcmnwnt week product s» u work 
•rr.p*rd 'n- m, ofRter or employee of*« United Stole* Qwmaml ** ?»'» &* 1 penwn'* Wt&ctaf t7 

li.SC.i IGt. The Act funhtr sates that ‘•copjrigN protetnon is net avs for any voefc cf foe United States 
Government.- 1 ? U.S C. 5 105 Bate-I i*n the tot^aea 1ft Ihtsd scciiofts. it u ileni Ruu wiBcva w.Wx it prepared by 
a Ijavcnimom eufpfcyce. mcroditnf eepsna « conwHMV?, ming g-^vOTroent. lime, resnurcst. wxVor toforrwHin. 
Jht'ejp(^ D y oeCJIfilK rt riaim eirpyright in iha vrcMt pctnhiet. Ac^tUngJy, the ComreJVJtOo hw rdtrtnjl tTvef tile week 
products* WEb ffl:discratv 3 n regard^ lhe review startdsrt required: te permit sSisseffiiriKta^tbfcjiij'ets ouistde ifie 
; agency.: : 
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Amfiyrized Far iBiemai CFTC DmriiatMs m?4 feretgfr- Owft 


prohibited by 18 $ 'W9.c whether tbcressorch falls under ow aTfche Gwwhissibti's 

aiatMtojy research purposes in Section IS of the CEA, md whetbet tite disclosure is consistent 
«vidt the: Wv<icy Act:of 1974, 5 t?;S;C.:§552a.: A&KrtoftaHy, _8» Catoffl&Sfos: must review the 
pepets lor yvllb il> pwlic^i^S os the CEA;{2) 18US& § IS05* whkh prolitbtis 
agency officers or employees fn>mdwcfosing varioiwfopnvj cif cenfvdontiai ^/cjTvneiil 
roft»STi>srtian* including trade secrets* processes, operstioos, statistical data, :e&x,; ,w :ssd.0) 
Commission regulatkurt that jjfohi bit current and fomwrCommiftaicm employees from i^laaieg 
or csy^ng or allowing Hie disclosure ot n conf(tkriti4l ot non-public gomra$fci«l, 
ofli$raf; inferwatioi? to any upautborired person, or relate sueh informafrOft ?fr • • 

authorization W its release * ; 1 7 CJr jL § 14&73&5. %^¥: ..... 

Ap::::::: 

While most, if not all, of she papers written by QCE economists are written pursiiast to their 
dff&W tftftifcS, if an OCE economist writes art ecoWnhic rtattdih p$x*- time and 
viithrmiusiog CFl'CtMaor re5Diircca,tbe»'i ifee paper would be wrii 
.capacity.; the authority and the standard for the review of pap^ W||ie'^&y- empfervccs, 
cwaatitajws, or expats in their personal capacity is based" i^CiXH^ua; S ' C.F.R1 

g 2635* the Commission'* siippteayeftt'H reguf&jrms on outsu^lb^viries which include 
un^inpcttsatei writing, 5 C.F.R. § 5101.1G3, and the Xgrakict of Members 

mud Employees and former Members and Emplgyees^fd^' ^efimsstCfS; 55 1? C:f ;R. § 140.735- 
t -8, iS 1 Finally r before the paper is cleared for p|bHcalriivfhe Commission would also need to 
'sfcv&wdw papers for compliance with Section ^f^?a^EA, the Privacy Act and Conamssido 
regulations on the disdosttre of -y. 

For papers written by ooairact CX^contSms^, the aotharity and standard far: Commission 
review is derived from the terms <|f?fkli vidua! corneas and agreements and the CEA restrictions 


>w supm note 120. The ifC^dvci. S CFTt | Z&S. pvhifrtc m shtp&ysd ftishi HSpritperiy 

'tufeg “nenpufeHc biferm^C!j.tSf^b^htt own private inares* ar fiitt of Kjottcr, whether shrosjgh id vtftt or 
wyjttiwchdttiot*. 4|y l^j^^^a^TOseddfeeiassre ■ 5 CF.8. § 2635. 703(a), 

!t> itt the cast of w expats Or Mjwetlawj who wre W papers In their pertnflBl rapat;*^ 

OO C, Ht ifos agency’s ttfcks program, uroiM n«tf Us det^inivv?- Ju* fotiawMfp 

i; .«». radtvichml received compeftsajeon fl5f jh* p^per^S C,f;R, 

it. U^WlSsHipliSi* intWvfefMBl tired nrtlrjai fete-wx} resources ta write tfte paper, 5 CP. 8.- 8 

& iS. ^iJWhethsir Ae ksviictioa to wrise At paper was exiCBded ie fee aiither ^rimsfiiy breattse of bk official 
%vs? position nnticrthanhu nqwm9e wr Ute.pvlictiinr sst^c? nvttcr, 5'v.F.H.'# 2435:80?fd)f21p)(Bj; ; : 

■ Wliediei the ievite!le#« so w?i» th* }«p« w« extended io the individual by *n individual or eutity w*o 

that may fie- siifejtaittfetHy afftetett by .dre- prtwmaoc* or rvonperforma pee of. the 
individual’s offidit duties, 5 C F.K. 5 iAilMUtiKtyj KO ; 

, Whether the individual or enriiy pmyidn>a any coetpspsaiioo hnt ttcrtviiy belore fte 

CfTC, 5 C.K.R. S2«5.iaiftX»): 

Whether the paper <tm«i snhu^nfWt.V re i^?a? or office’, data ths; ore CFTC ponpubtie infom«Kn» w 
defined in 5 C.F.U. 5 2631?03(bl and 5 C F.R. } ?635 aO?(itf2.V*;(I», and 
U'heiher the paper relates so any ongoing CFTC progrrn, policy or oamstres: « the CFTC ? C.KK § 
2635.897{4K2X*XH)Q). 
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CW/irfgiatfgA- 


Oft fl* release «*f Sesficw § mfomiatkm -, i9 * Fs=aant to Hie reeutremesrtsotf the Fafcyal 
A«wri«t]J?n ^figubiiftr^ C’FAR' ^as irepiertrentisl m the contracts for ecoooiw mssiitfb, tiw 
age nay has ihe jeahorily to review the contractor’ s performance under a cwdnsi and to ensure 
each specific pspef written unset a contact sstTHSilteawth ihe eantmcFs terns. The 
respw&Mtfy to suspect ims awspl conkact dejiveiahks (in this vase the ressjnrch paper) ■■umkf 
the contract is ©Sen reserved &> the ^^VsCcsnmKaiHg OfBcat^a Representative. &*awe most 
cxmitftcts include jK»v&to» rsgaidkg adepts to. hindiuig of* and disefeoKC -oi semttn^., 
ounfldeiaial, cr*to»isc protected the paper review pcoca^bjl 

ensure thiil contractor did not disclose protected ijifomvstioa during tire 
eftatrast end through the plication of the -paper, IU in additit**, n noted 
be reviewed forcajnplfflflc* wits Seetim K of the SEA and the Privacy Act. g,-**. 

% \ " 


JM vtfiHnvrts. isad mta&ty 
' TwStmr, nit li« 2 U«. 


'*’ TtieCSfi Cttuertds.lh&i su me OCE seimsnu’sa wtjftjssritBWKfl wott cn 
to jferfhnfi ind^jypidetu wse&reh wm ***« mi specified under 

ape^tfoafij-, lire Draft Report jlKs* ttsal "( ^onac cuMnnJ. aiupty&s try tjjjp* ib& ni^sd^sty la pejfejr: 

tsi«p«H&K mummA on topics qsjroved byte Cfcitf ecawms,' M si Meardteg to. te OfC, 

cwfoin DCE acoHww&S werkirg w«Jcr testae* lusd jm'torily to perfcpu^nej^di'SR lapi'cn nMhtutw: choosing, 
even whae Wtase: fapita <-vw* hi* Jdrtitifted Ulster the crofeaci H bartljMJ ■SQ/ af i r, i S, 2i, 33, 

CFTC gfeangaraem sateils that iha assertion is kt^siatfewity umfo rflitt KARfar 

tTsnirwte * m perfhmi swfk of any kind which (sow spe^ftentt^ iitr.Adrtsi* te tmtmt. More 
«Wa»fe.‘«s iiirtbOJ ilr tt»nJ« t:s* FAR -ar cum for 'Its- f$TF iu pdi form wwituk m 

t?pk» tei arc iwi ijpwcsikatly united tn the mt<itm&£ vtyritti % iwr rajcecEvu corvted, 0 fe a feadaitwntel ioat 
of gcvrnime.ru txrirar*s Ib» that comrade rs jygjg pt r&rro^ulte ;b« ?ux specific^ iy dtrehivd in a Mstcrrwm of 
MOtii. A 28#i3metn of work louitapcej.^ in cisRf/dtdwuodHtii? WTnW llw msk lo « vicec in lierrf^iiiiK or 
^ncufiteE ihs ^ods to b* deSwrw! or sen bj -- 1 tmttwtoi: C&timtsri Mib m OCE 

««sv?niist3, -jcotild htft^ ne rfghl <i' au?h4^^ fo infe>»rfjfefttty fescanh i*adom topka of (merest bec»te< diey aidy 
h!»w -awhiwlijr 10 m MbA «ft «d*«tr»a in- Hte swtrnsm of wo* tn 

csHtaBS. tito^dw, fi» C?TC ojuW mmtct&K OCE xoo mks i \p pstifam mw*. t!sat « otx ifisdffoa-tty 
sitfitiffed in She attract no cans kw sr TXR prowiiw fo- W-jJ^vft dt? vSO’t *5S<r-j*on Owl 

tha OCE wasameS 4v0iK»aiais vy-dej^ftsso ,'f.ikparewii wonumfo nsaeards oc topics that were- bc* kfontiftiid 
cepmacs, 

CfTC Maftftgtmnr re§oS^M|fa* Dr»R Report be er^ogre s^sorrevSiy tli» < 9 <f <h* FAR 

w my tfecussieo c| iX'^^opamjs^ %dtr oortwes 

hi Titian suniuiiwc in d*e OCE research ixs&asU, many saajaiWKn* wcrKifi^ 

for OCE iignsd Ai |>*rt tit ihe review |>nr<esr, she C-nnuniss&m nmst iwiiw cumplietwe wjjji lire 

Kl : >A m a» rfci^ps VifeiP ccKfrnrt 

M«Jt tit- ihtttogrllnsriWecDnwnk resoerch wiew«| try OGC cani*feed * st6ih& iiiied "rfdc-Disdytwi! of 
W«WRP*. fbe ->fo«-t>irelcwred»f;c^^(fo»&w 5«fesj:kiK»' r ssetiah-or Cf TC 
.cgnj^ |(ft)(S). { b )(' 7 )( p f egsator^-reaHeefc. j^wSRcnHy urate* ih*i: 

" Jlj ^' ' 

C.dfR CKstacsoragi'eev la use pcr;fWcr,ilui inftwr’Sfitn cniy fnr Sht srwwse* qf peEfai’lKm? w*» s * 

«*sfet Maii Ardar. «id to exherwisa .^c5«2 a^ch in&^naik-n 'onBdsr.risi The Ceffiscisr ahSvl 
hict tiiitrXy m iacsrsKiy use -x allow Ure sse uf cr aw.-cj-r m te-yStteftflu} ktbwnraiofl fttr *ny 
purpose t4ftir lha& *i«R Uaetrtj- aiiatsaltd wsA rrffiPUuiy aMigneii rtuc«s. A and diail nor, e5thw; hy 
dkCf-Cirif'. ar'.ton ev by •■fmnset. d votsi;^ rt/ro i nme .reHtion «c f>«ij{^pK>has;f« *r.^ ihirc. parly,. 
itwaVthe tusiurs cr stmte,** of any snofajersiet iuftyrumion. 


lift if slhe3esu» nf corriidtaftsl 5s5»wri^i0!vu; 3 iglnj party »'vic*ermim4 la fce-wresury by ttvt 
CoBW^Wti, cbo CfcaSapfor sbail gr« d$un wsyo author tation from S» CoKractfog. Offker 
prtipr tr>4is*ioatng ihei c^nfi.?cni al inlhmures* Th» Cenmefnf Rtatl cpsww'a loeamp'y :h^ 
fcfrier axpirstien oFihe^akerdcf- 1 ' 
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: Fw because they cither' did hatiiavs tfe — 

: ^prapfjatc sppaitgRivyst paperwork oi a valid coatrao*, the sc«pc o££he agqr&y Y&MsRy to 
require aftPrarwofthe research'-paper is dspendear on whaduytho tBiitiidtal with mstsius. : 

: signed a iKm-discSw^ a^f©an«« If file individual signed an NDA.tHi Cotwit^sidn . : 

wutild Ijav* suftority to review any pepejs written 1 by- that itsdiridaai Ihari uscd CJTG date and 
infomsatiori. and the review would be conducted coaslstont with the. ww.pf the: KDA, which 
includes review ifer Section: S r cann4cntaL and Privacy Act biformation, Hs On tie cfhltehaasiii, 
if the indivMvtaJ with nn official stsius did wrf sign an NBA, the Cemnasaion would Myg ^totted 
authority to request the right to review any papers and wriuld onlv he able to review Are- piers’ 
for conaphance v/ith. Section & aisdtKeFtiyacy 

•::: • ' 

in light «f the above, CFTC Management requests, that the Draft Report inciqfle Ssiiisfeiission of 

differs? 'Standards of review appropriate for employees acting Uv fri^ir e^phctsy, 

employee? to6njg le.Mr p^a^l '£$gm$ t &j£itevaK% and indivif^a^bJiio status. CFTC ■ 
Mft7)»ge?eeai requests that -the Draft Report reflect that flic tigcric y a^ptopri^iciy takes into 
JCCQUci flu status of an: individual in the paper review p;^s?C \^v’ 

1), Draft Report Asalysis of OGE Ethics Rtgulftrio^ aftif &PTC Outside Emploijmeiii 
Regulations . 

y ' '%• .5. 

The- Draft Report states: that the OGE has reeog&aed ihfNfe agency's prior review and approval 
of a Federal employeeYpoblkation “ri^victlatn^^ First Ajnendnisnt, >,,w Specifically, ibe 
OlCf that OGE proposed a re£idatks| racjuiring agattcy review tod approval of eonltot 
of any speech, book, arhcl« t or However, after receiymg. cojtutt«t|s sboul 

■ffe nils potentially vrolatmg the Jf^Am^rnenh OGE devised dw iwfo to If idudfi e nerte 
. staling that «oroe agencies may ra^uirl^dvtotie review or approval of certain; books, Spwsches.' 
etc, to delerrdne whether noupubUc- information, contain an appropriate discl£iiifci, 

W rdherwlse comply wi-djflicethicxs' regulations on cmtfcds 1 e^pR-ym^st'^ Its Draft Report 
does- not consider, h^e^^s^DGE's proposed r^latioR.applted to all vftMagipetSaTRad by 
3ri employee regard l^s'cf ^heftier it was completed in the employee' s personal c t afticiai 
' capacity, regulations suggests xb * t &***•«• any- ftisf Ailfitridfewht^rineierii 

with revlcw^^an^pyee writing completed in aft : Gfl&cy$l capacity; 

W|*§|sb& with ti* Draft Report 's reliance on OGE .tod CFTC regulations: on. ovtslde- 

W|pld)*nufsl»y The Draft Report contrasts the treatment of pi&Hoations ami outside employment, 
ttofldjl iliat QFTCV sfnppkmcnftu cthica regtflatiooa do not require employees to sabml; and 


it tt a DOjimionand iangstsudtfig prattke ffer iheCamniissiiiB tc rataae-nw-CKJC aftliiasCHi iatfivuJuaU »lfc> we 
and prwn&iiccs that ;onwiu fkaiw 8 ie&nntttcifr to sign Kti&tttmt Umk thevr 
. rw»w and uw ihe Infnffn.asiw!.: 8ms -eg, 'Return far SnSsrmitiw Co^ticcrrtiaiJty aad Ko^l^loSOr^ . 

Brewiea Cilifonria Air ftoocries Ba&ni and die CFTC (iaa. 201 Si 

"* K&kxrt* »* 

0 (feamtrte annief^j-. 
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: zeceiva approvals of^ifeiK3ncns»:CTa tbaftacy do require priar approval for :mjtsKfe 

. ^pfcytttc&E. 1 * 5 

Wtbcticvc, bewev^ iMt Ihe 0ra£! Report's application of 0GF s and the Cdcbituwkje 4 ® 

: outside », Both of these set* of regulstioss. apply wh«4 m':\ : 

uapfoytw pjf&nbs w<wfc in: his or her persona! capsc&yi'tbaM i^gtiisUdas do sot apply tfee 
siySividael h parfemti# 'worir a* pan of his «r her officii : 


See QCE'a Ooitfdfc,; : 
vOtSsins provisions nUm 


E^ioymen? &sgu!*rtioi?«, $ CfJt § 2*35.301 (4 ("This 
outdck: employment, outside activiikf. . , ,’ r ) and f 3635-80?: CTTC's 
legiiiatbris^ 5 Oifcfti § 510 { . t03(eXl ) (“Before eilfcagmg ut any aulsttfc csHpbM^^v»|^t: 
without Trompsnsaijon, ar employe of fts* Cofnml^sicn, other than a special &1S vAt: 

ftifewt obtain written approval frtxjjbts or beydi vest fine*!' offfcc hes|l sl^i^BsfiWudfeve 
Directory Wts? may seek the eocicynvnce of the Geii&al 

mC f&wagenrens roqucs^ iImh the 010 revise the Draft. ofite outsttk : : 

crnnloytrtsttl tegutodons by removing it trom the Prior Rfistz%t &&<fopjfthe Draft Report 

• ; ; : : : rCv*: : - 

■ -IV. Errors is Admiftfoifratfoe Pgnertyffrtt . % 

. . . . . ' 4 . . . ; • ; 

: Th&'Brafl Rspoi* notes is several placet that '‘emars'^e^idteitifsd, & $g >ro 

. paperwork fw tnsay oBfoei ■^K^.ecoes^sists.^'filie liisep&sy by DTC Management of these 
esrora, iagetherwithotecoeeairaa. ’.££ to the C'Sttynttfci'*. referral of This matter to the :«»! 
CjFTC Management agrees with ilie 01^‘s^wclo'sion that the 'foabcwnliag problem's were m a 

•volume that isidtod it more Sim in rocordkeewng Ihe Draft ftapan 

find* that therb wwa admteishatl^ for OCR economists: 
incomplete paperwork amounted to ^£oiiboHJxliog failure, fmboardaQg errors were voiumuKKis 
And uidsctffetf a more than. Id^;^cbia3ke«p:r^ problem; sad '.here ■wvs do simple exptori.on 


for the adinmistfativift aEmd^^lHwe'atsv the Draft Report also attics tiiet. beea«3e the 


!«»»■ *% I# * 

!« sevenl cas# $5 ason^n r-cflfrfssly jtqqywji ftCE ecowraws who dntftasi tft rheir . 

iTJpnrifie# to ‘ C ^Urafc^e. B* wrijirtg cowpJuirit m m twpb'm " is 

emoted i#$mp . -nip ^ Hfb)(6),(0)(7)( ^ * pdrci ;?t, 2fl 13} (As: f’aper fcr tide: 

1 - H ~ gaa . ,...., . 

b)(7)j p Kinwfikp i}w, l, ^CIUhTu; Fapwd^ft tcrCHjC cleanirKe^j 3 'j(g^ .fbif 71( 

sar«i^& tnhi inisiisia & &b rnwn ®clw3« a ffsci review of nteawwtlhswi! sU 

UetarTsct wvietv sJandads are aDslied 

KfitOWT. #t if... iv, M-l f, I9fl.#2 

h TJW 0!« eertvedy *«ls* Kim Ifcjv Dw«mi«r I, aoi2,tls* asftignel OGC atp«y wto. uatbfe i.O iOH#in 
tnt^ebcR wy^fiBbi OC£-.;" Uar ^mliilr^tft rto^ in luJ-Bimsaative s«c?>^^?^ !fcrOC5. 

??n'T! yvemoetb rswetets ’ id at I fi.56.4. tknwiVQr, i* w&st&fttigtoii 

: sysdea » bw apssj' etmU prevtie tdsie fibw» : whbwM properly appefiMed is OCB% ; 

■be«J¥Bss-'?,:‘iill2- After tews*! morrhs. OEP wj» lAft b pewdsriiddit'opw} aguroeirW.^ow met ' 
«ionomi*h by gaitf»»ir^dsui&uin human "ilei xvr’iatfteX security ftte* (when fed: : : 

fnKwvMat fl'sss, and eomperiag »h&t hi^KUilioR m ilw dii^ctory of «an in OCEKet end Ssfowiitioji. m&imahksd 
b] *c f k pete »»J;Ied»ft9loo*. 

* &. sC iv, !&*it 
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dUiketfetd Jw Itrfsmaf CF7C j&itfrUr&thvt Sn^m-- C'ffK 


«xp1«wiafibQ Srjwe Sium was ikjmj&K,' ilomwMt m> appsa«nc« of fsaud dp bad faith b*i dfe 
p« df OCSi-xhe ^cjRtitiai«;byThe Chief Ecooonas weie tttsd of rbe 

MftTiiMa^'jve cjrors; appeared as os: to be aomewh&rsd'visl , , . ,"*** 

Cflt Mi*n*ge«WMi: &isJSl!Mj«» rotti^jtaJivtlicilU lias gw avsftwmty m shaft Sccrion S data ewty: 
with jKppgrly appoioled employees, expert^ consultants and epnfeacoiEs;. Witteau? pre$jer 
appeinttiwatt |*p«wb»fc. tf?TO? h m auHroaty for ercrployeest, experts, cfinseHianLs or 
te access CftTJ dafep(^S(^:ffi^'Skrj[08:S^ Ai:«i?dingjy s when CFFC determined. 

«as a high risk that ootsin individuals were improperly accessing mst-paifeate dai% 

; data, tempj»My fe»pe'iidsd'OC£ pahlkafioB of papem 

CeVk«r«w3 Am 010 *nytfiggj#.& l ami estattisljejj a review process to jncJude,-4i^m'fiib^, 
steins of iiidivtduals who wrote OCR pepets. CFTCs e*c4sfcm »o take st*psf|j the 

■«36p6 ' of to pteveni:i«y.firthej: isspsopw ucceiu to ii*t$ pi^ywI&i^ttVStfeuoR i, 
arid to teiwarc- Ch»i OC?jp8i»Ka>vnwB> by ■53pioy?ea v experts orjcei^fa^vdth ds&karl • • 
#pdjj&fte»ts (M not contain Sedtoi 8 and other nonpubl ie and ctwr eel m 

CFTC Mmgismeat rojutift that the: Draft Report address gs^w^^Hctfems:in describing das 
adminHtetive efcjora as ‘'irNai* 2 " 

.trivial piofcJern in recordse^ing” •' ? 

: Mltat $h*:Gf*’fC M»nsg««Tseoi tekas *j»y jHTW^^adtklfirstatfve ptipewewrk seriously 
described k» greater detail hsPait 1,0 above* hal’iggtee |»ps to impianent affect!**; friternai 
control* ta prevent auch emiif* from te^trring. 

: ” : '% . • <;; 

A, Draft Hi port EMermioatjoc ttwC&pji&almewi Paperwork Can be “Easily 

Ni#’ 

: The Draft Repoit states: that matiy»f%deficieiici« m the adcaalstrstive onboardiag jssperwork 
tot thi.OCK cvOH<>mi»rs a« >^aia ^b.ii'ir.v»al' - and conc luded thar.tJiey can be “easily fowd " t5i * . 
A* examples. theOIG ( b )f 6 ) , ( b ) (7 ) ( C )fs F- 52 waa mostly bw nut folly 

. wniptotstT and that hj| SF-J?, jik* those of l 3 nunabrr ci" other OCH did not haw 

ail of tbg . «w^si$6 Drefi Repon also Doled tbas ^uvDthcr -OCE ct.t4tomTi-lj(b) 

at ji ! . \” x * Wpvisrfiwless, the OmH Repon. wereiodee that 

these tgrjtts vanifyj-i^feily fixed ^ ’ 


s some ssctidns* ojihep^.feport mi as "mom than » 
in other .reqticsi Dralf Rspon 




■ 

■'" U's^tspAwrassf 10 ntm rJTor if an OCE rcasonriri the. .wiper swewkzwi twperwc-stt *«M« mpn^^rttai 

coas nSkfesictew SsctiU3 S sr «iftci noopu^c Matsaidga, She CPft? wdb» nut seek to bsaa, ptibljestioa ®f itef 
poper- Bow-vr. k» ftOove, the t> s C : eas «r, obl^dctm xa detmnon: v\mbty Swtifln tot. 38 bt«ck-- 

public iRTarntuti^n «4s s&amed and snared 

: - Xfticfi Kerofur. » 

; ^ *>: MV?. 


f w it if' ; 
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Autkofked $9Tlntermd CFT€ Qisirihm&m a/tti&em tv &ntv 

Based on the l&Cts'ktto‘*u t$C*FTi Mar&gsittefit £nd set forth in the Draft. Report, :<3?tc 
Maaagesneii disagrees with the fbaft Repwt’s cobcIusips f hst certain errors m sppomiojtnt 
paperwork can be “easily fixed”^ on a retroactive basis; There are limited cijctsraafcsnces under 
which agsaricdss are persnlriod to retroacirv’dy correct personnel aciioM, including appointment 
SpttetftoaJIy. the. Comptroller General has ruled ther: 


‘'{^jerseEhiel actions, including appointments, camtot be ‘made icinmdivciy • ^ 
effective unless clerical or- administrative errors occurred that i } prevented a 
personnel action from taking effect as originally intended* 2 ) derived an 
.employee of a right granted by statute or regulib ion. ot 3) wald wmtltlrj 
to carry OU5 a rid^acretjohsfe'y adiuirriiirative regulation, or policy ifftc^pt3h|l 
retrpwtivelyT’ Maim vf tiVhdm 4. Keel. Jr, and Richard Hernmdt$^$ni$lli. 
Sminess Administration -. de facto employees, B48&424, March 
(Matter, of Keel) citing 54 Comp Gen. 8S8 {1975); See also X. 


Smarts - Ik Facte Srrtpbyes: B-l 88,174, Dec: 29, 1977 

The Cootpfrollcr General, however, has not found that the l^urtPd^’cprT^lele appointment 
paperwork is: K\ adminiaSnstive or clerical error. For exampie^it/i^r ofJiesl, two members of 
then President Caaef’* tatn&fctoa team, William A, Keel ^flt|ri‘feehaKl Heniandei, wet® 
asrigG&t to Work at the Small Business Adrainisiraiion^^B^i. Matter Of Ifod at h. Hie White 
Htoiae did not instruct $BA on the personnel ac0&». fhr thjBeentplb yeies raxii* a«»upfe weeks 
after these employees started working at the agdkcy ; thg^fore, the appointments for Keel and 
Hecn&iidez did not occur until 3 later dijgL itf. file Cviupi roller General whether the 

Bgcrtcy oouH make tine appointments retroactive. Jht CsaHpfrpUtsr CHaieral 

ruled that the factual situation regarding tfete ?y$i> employees did not meet any of the criteria for 
■ reiroactivrpwsomiel actions, Id* atsL, 

Sintnariy, the Comptroltet T^pelsrmled that ihere was no administrative or clerical error whc»- 
an employee \&$ not pv>w^y : i^&uited in Matter o/Snunys, B4SS574, fa this dceisjpii ah' 
Army employee had^p|le^%t>|orjj hours priorTo the Army’s discovery that she "had not been 
properly proees$kjJ. «03i4a^2^)lciying on Matter o/Keei the Comptroller General rukd that . 
She facia re$tovj?ag ^Iri^-appofAtoteiit $Ut aoJ‘S«tis$* any of the criteria jet forth above • . 
regarding ai^admiffts^tivc or clerical error, id. at 5. i'ee also- Richard M &air, B-l 96620, 

: March ofHealtlt, Education* and Welfare Office intern who worked 

and whose appoi?.s«v®jf paperwork was never completed by agency 
failure to submit certain dacumeotatifiB cansutf be Ctowhuad a 'dcfmta employee 
and intern could' not be nrtro^aively eppgtnied because facts do not satisfy any of tf.te criteria 
for aii administrative or clerical; error.) 


: hirmwri to Comptroller Ger^rnl decisions, incomplete paperwork or die complete lack of 

paperwork appears no! to satisfy any of the criteria that perrons agencies tu correct 

administrati ve or c lerical errors, especially where the errors appear significant and not isolated. 
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Atiikorfc&f Fpr Internal CFTC D-istrifrution tmd Renew Omr 


Applying the bpid mis' of item ^riif^Jiaf Skfiefai ‘dectaom to the OCE ecarwnisjs, aa« b&?*4 ■ 
: m Urn wow* inforraaboo sviu table to CFTC Msnsgftincm* m cmctsfe feat lh*r Cosxr-oisatei 
nay (jot te ealbonzed under law to retroactively. «sk« certain dstlsiisnajcs in the appointment 
papemuri; \^>s dk^^. with ^Or#h R^0rtTcoftch^om ; th3Hhey c® be ‘ta*$||y • 

s* ad.”*” . : ■'■: 


: CFTC Mteaaptifiifftt ttquMts tJssat fcht?: Draft .Report .he revised to reflect ftai lire ctmumslq^s 
imdenriiicb i^ieia sw jNvcnSttsfitp wfwcwsetivsly correct certain personae! actions, tact&ftixg, 
appointmcislsj is Hroltei Additionally, CFTC Management requests that the OIC^b«^|tk % 
papenwrCthal it has obtained and identified which the OK) believes sontaiM 
cfertehl errors. Once CFTC Mtagancat ressiydrshe documentation* we wHl^cvi^w’ pnad will 
correct an? administrative or clerical errors to the extern pemutted by Uw. * 

; • ; • ■ ■ ■ if'vv ■ • 

B. Draft Report Apj>}»cfiiion of CvOKpfrolkr Genera! OcwrlW J^irdtag De Facta 
I.;;;..; ;Bo®l©y«e< ^ •* Jl* 

in addition. to asserting that? identified errors m adrnintstntth«^pem«t^’caa be “sgaiUy fixed, ^ 
the Draft Report also states that wrors u; the appoiatKiem,^^^?*; or other appointment 
defideacies: of OCE economists could be easily the ht^irofUtfly 

appointed individuals as de facto emploYses.^/Sj^cffi^^, the Draft Repcn stales uiat 
l< [b jecause there was no indscatlrru of fraud or Sad £aith%yiihc economists, or evidence shat the 
appotefecaoK by the Chief Economist unawKifia&h the natii/s of the errors 

appsami » us to be somewhat trivial. agt|jiaS|y fixsd.^ AcconEag w the Draft Report, if the 
OCE economists are rehoiictiv^y.categor?^^ $£ : dg jccU » employees* then any acts of these 
ei^sloyws-fjeffomwd despite def^5<» pap^xafc, could he subsequently re&ftsd:. 397 THE is 
ghwas support for the ooncliw^io^ Draft Report dial "there api>aB* w be tta busts to 
invalidate or inds^nitcly dols| ^lirk^oduct by OCE economists who suffer adonnuMfr# ^ 
irregulaytties in their <mb^i«dft^firfpeTwork. “ : * ai As explained heh>w ; *« tk> r^yl find the eases 
T*cu%Mtxti%defizcfo erop|iJges a?pt?si<:c on the fac?s jus we oonstfiy taateiaad diem. In ary 
event, the been established by CFTC is not designed to “invalidate or 

fadtSmlcfy dek^tj^|«)dues by OCE ecwormsis Rather, ft is designed tft ensure chat 

papers clsereg ijW publication do not contain Section § orother nqn-qnibHc ds?s orprotected 

determine the nmpbyntem status of the author seeking publication, vdKidh . 

i~\\ % :: ' ” 

: ....:■■• 

W M if.13, 

.“* !¥■■' ■* 5X-I;9 fihe (tiGtaptans the C&sspsioite Generas opinions ftcwi defeat? ewpteyees 'Wd ftnmd Oiet:sweb 
cmi>ioyMs wk was not tf> validated by paperwirfl: tfrcis); id. ai 32 (d» OiO lecamiutnaE being ntiadfe that sets 
: fwriwnwj «fc 5 ? Jca person H serv-wg «s t tkfam wlsw »r va&i «xf Ae aganry ifeefr |swd feith 

tsCQ'i, 

“m«k :::: : : 

M U i9 . 12 
” w » ». 
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Autibofij&d Fo* f internal CFTC Distribution undRzvhtit Qatt \ 


cpiiMdJBfactj artKmg other things 3w : *?atw?sj arid c&a&ftt offte dlsclaumascdand s& 
^p?vvpf|a?B standard and scope of review to be applied to tfie paper. 


; OAO has long recogwasai sbak.^ ite.too employee is one: who perform the .dudes of® federal 
office or position: with apparent right .and under color of an. appointment and claim of title: to such : 
ojftee Pf gto&lioQ. Matter of Martin Mendelsohn Payment for’ Services Performed Before and 
■ X . ! ?S3 (a. consultant who received- overpaiyme^s (^salary 

during bis 2*«r oath: appmnrir^ot nought :to hdv? work performed before and after hts appSitoPt . 
credited against his indebtedness; the consultant was not a de fticto employee 
tfftSitiftd txi payment tie did nor act uod« colssr of authority and hed ho reaaomMe 
expectation t>fp»ymdnf); Jfka F ■Detmeltyr'-Ds Fu?to Eniployee, B493605, 0^79 

(MitiiiSt of Dvnnefly) (ptwmkant who claimed con^e^ikai fbf peroral Sifet-|l^^^etxsd to the 
Army Corps of Enguieecs could bn categorized os a de facto mipia^cj- t ^^M^Cy 7 itkfa $■ 
Browning aeci Cfrmr'He t, Owrifaed- ffrpttvd dpf&lntments **: Sfatu^^^^cso Btnpfo&Mtrtir: : 
•2fQ5H; November 29. 1995 (Matter of Browning mg Cra^'^lT^A'^ployees who were hot 
.pfo^crly appointed were permitted to be paid as t & /acfe cotpl^lr^Prfec time 1 when they were 
not properly appomted); BfadtweU* ^5^*69 (amf^$sad^ ^^^ |ppohi^ by the indent 
but travelled to his new posa three weeks early was no!«i^d: f<? compex^tioA s $ a de facto 
because- he could- not provide evbie«^aftd|«'^( be setv'ieg, Whiter- color of 

authority); and X-i&ier &f Acting federal Jnsurtfece Atme$trai{pr,-T&-\Elto 2{httpm&atiy 
RppCrtnted msurance administrator who served tof^i^Ays under an improper appranttnertf with 
the foil knowledge and approval of the^fSretoy of Housing and Urban O^v^iojsme^? and the 
Prerictent was a & 'fMfU-em&tsytt fihntlM : f&^aid for 6* reasonable value of hi* services, bus 
appointment >*s ooi valid): % 

time att distinguishing of-Otwwfly and Matter ff. Browning and Cranford 

on the one hand and the sitgafipti iaydvirtg 0C£ economists appointed as uncompensated . 
edristtltiujte tin the other. IfJ j|t, t&individ itals in thre'jte G AO iMt 'at the 

puisei that they yroullS^plidt^ their work. With r«gtud ; to the OCE oaHtoftto; Kppnisvted or 
^tended to be ; h^d|jt^jilwiipmpw>S8ted .eossuliwite, CFTC never had any intention of miw. . 
lhet» ferllwk*' r^ioSS^uid there was also no expectation on the CCE stawionii^a telialf that 
they &r their sen-icev* w Second, nil :<jf tbs «se» -cited *bo*« tod te>w w 

justify Mhi^§prt of payment to the individual serving under an imperfect appoihtrnisu far the: ■ 
\$#m foe services rcndcsied; toe cases would only be Televwtl to the present siiuati m if she 
Js^^wreKow to pay the OCE economist serving as unonmponsated consultants* Cot the 


Draft R«ra« noses dus tf» «as« re*W ijpen by rb^OiC focus upon w-twiher individuate cars be (wldCor ibw : 
wvjr.ei rowsWosading iirpropct a^winiirveais. M& i3 n. 7P. Ho w«v»r,ihe Pnft Itspcrt jtoe^rsxn; pra v«3e 
analysis « cile autto^y Mfhfch.wctokS expend the halum^s of ihe riled cates io sftuetiijns in 'wft tch Ibe: in;ltva3iaJs 
tended » melvepfyioent. 

d5 ’ : : " : 
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. totetetf Ew Immut CFTC mtitikmia* ax J Hr4ew Unit 

services te> pton-Aci. 2 ' ! Tht eases cited dim tb tint provide CFTC tte misbarity to 
' ' • cure appointment or paperwork deficJei‘iC;$S COtlSiiltsmte whs we« net IsieiKied 

fe l» : s?dK^errf&iitetl ted who were not serving usxfer a proper appointofea^^ Addstfowlsy* the 

sit^ caK'£4o;pptj?fpvid?tfee;i^TC with audtprity to corivert : Individuals bn>ught In under 

. contract j«ta 4lry&5to.ea^fcy« «i 

: The Bn* 'Matoisttau*’* StOttga/td 

Authority (Matte? ofAcung Ffatervi-. ins-urari&i Admimstrqftpr} EM 83012,; 1977 U.S. Coc^^pett, 

: LEXIS i <?Q { fune 29, 1977?** as additions! support for lh£ proposition that Cf TCJ-;C8M>f \ 

. rctroastrv'tJy cure improper oppointiRmts and ratify acts c-omnattcd by individuals idrvi% JS 
feet# employees 3 '* Ijj this decis&m a® acting insurance administrator signtsf^fl^n^ett^ ; 
wsutd reports and testified before Congress despite an improper appomtmcoj:. Comp. 

ire»,' LEXIS 100 at **9*s0. ;Th? Controller GeneraJ held that and ■ 

tfrhan &cvfidcpK«sit could! teiosnaiMy care the improper *pp$^'d|i.$&J. noted that tot • : 

; ' the legality of the acts t|«f^ist^ce adtwinistritfor 

under the tophJprar ^ointrottnh id at **■ KM1, CFTC Wlfri frte DIG’* 

reUanoe on ihfeoasr, $$cttuj£$Cg economists whose as consultants were defkisnt 

do not quality as de fect# employee* for the reasons djsciiskd 5bt»vc, 

Tteftwe; the jsnjywitfeft cited fei il» Drsfr.£g$6rt engaged in i»y an individual with de 
facia status have the sain* weigj it as if the individual wp. «a. officer dis /urt*' • h inapplicable to 

; the OCE economists whose appointni«3as : y*efe demMit We further dsagree with the Draft 

Report^ reliance on Matter of Acting Administrator as a hosts of authority ior 

die Commission so ratify the action of aaSjpm written by OCE economists whoss 
htjfxdriiiriehis were deficient* Th^tftpiicaticTis of the ratifiedtidfi of OCE research pa$»rs written 
. • by multiple authors and tscsR^tia^j^-authprs ymuJd be distinctly different from the 

ratification, of an agency djge#|7§, policy or order, in the case of an agency directive,: polity or 
Older, these docunfenls «%d|;beVmp!!y ramued with a new ctVedive dkie by sn itidiy ldua! wfeu 

was properly sutbon^l* 1 ^^ \ 

& 

^VC ; ' . : ":' i "':: ; :'' ' ' ' 

.:..., ■■ 

v! '1 f« h0^^?#CTr^E fact* thsf fstaWish ib^ sr, ftits. at t.hr. unpaid cofSvuSwJs expected payment atlheosifj^thitt" ' 

i&pay iv» individuals, and five craaria of Ae facto wrotoywi m ns«, it :«ihi t» c¥ft?miived that 

i%j£«^ita?a$ a»e Jc facto employrcs 

il " W^rto$K«u«l to note huk tfttvrtttive vocrtrfiwi 6t fppxwnff&etw paperwork suvi ikt.fioiiins or an iivdividual ws a 
<fe^(!ro§H«pkjy«B ar* jeparats i&uts. Spcciskalb-. ifi Motts? <g$Marti ife Camptro?{W Gonersi dpineil th« w^s» 

U -otiursitseit ur b* a tfa facto «rvsk>yee,- it "shouW not be mtwnder*toc4 ar tnewfeig. He has fesca- 
rcsKWClrvety appoinasl m ihe iMStUon if. which he Murfced. R«sa , rfie m a is chase own liussgh an .etnpktjMw may 
W’fe^Y^t «¥po»RWd. I» wiy jii r«>ceive compeaiarfan wr hif services vf he » ^ftHwitohe a i&farMi 
— . -ictwsiaiyfa." fatntm- tfStnm. B:-ltUl5?fai.X. 

30 IJraFT RETORT « 18.ft.75. ■ : 

. ia M« 5S. 

4iP ^Wor«i»- sfActtfis f^vrui 197? V g. Cotnp,<kn. tSXIS SQ«>a« * * lO-U, 

46 . . : • • - • 
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. Mvstesu rt A. 

AMbtitfeut jfor Internal CFTC Phirj&safoH and {inly 


• CFTC f®i|isss& IjjiiS 010 pwiyideiis proposud gujdaiW , £ for istlfyirig pfovIduslY ; 

: -®oc®fcamlc 'resawicli papers in CFTC 9$$t0Ses&m Mpeyitiusiy 

5*alK*ed «ccooaac wscarcA papers, if- appropriate, may have to be made by the Camwtssiam 
This wwiid Insert m aMitfo&si step to the paper review process described in Part i'H stem . m ; . 
'the CoR>roia»an wttuidl have to determine whether ratfticatfem was appropriate for ea$t-*pecifie 
ppBr pncjto its release. We- safe ite. if CFTC is ynsbfe toe^r tw^acilvel* t^reci 
^ni<ustrativ6«t?h?3 0T;<t|$y$fce isns-flfcasss to a particular ibdrvidosE then tiSs^ 

Mwlual fc*si» sstic^i status wrh die agency, -figwever, a* discussed in Part 
produced by tSiat individual would bt reviewed fm compliance with Section $ 

NO A. Ttea*$Jf£, tatifijMttidh w&UMriiSt necessarily be required in order for 
; OCE eecmnpmtg whose appointments were deficiersi to he published 



: Accordingly,, CFTC Management disagrees with *bc Draft tk 

■foerc employees. 2 ** - CFTC ivfaKagecneKt requests that the.Dwii R^s^lfe^iaUged to cotteetly. 
• ?«to Jfe?itmnt stole of the law with regard to dtjac& sp^iJMy, the 

Draft Report snould be changed to reflect that €FT€ curs all paperv^ode 

deficiencies by iJerigafttutg .i/uftvktoaia wHh improper papmvi^&xgs .^troaefive &f&cw 
. employees- . . t * 


C» Aatbority of the Chief EeonoKfei f 7 .)%$ : • 

CFTC disagrees with the aj^uysw RdpCfit the Chief 

Fjconomig p ..ffitf haaty tg ap point coRti^#$.^pec ific*-ly» the Draft Report «*5*s that <me 
Individual ] (b)(6), (b) ( 7 ) a concoct. QC^Ss^tthsist, wk appointed by the Chief Economist 
riwter- cerr&nzi.'^'* The Chief &j»iQmist.'bbwti;vct. Has nr- ph**r or authority to bind die 
, to ^contract. Under%e t|AR., the authority for * foasraJ agstfity lo es.tf«r 

amttacmaJ refettomlaps asd Spdmixfkc fScrwanmeot to the expenditure of funds is a delegated 1 
authority, which m# bt^ggnediu writing to a wwaafogiatBeer; FAR T.60L Caftanwtmg 
officers with tkkg3t|tNui^rity^i't the ortl y individuals at^orizriJ to hind rine 

Govemsnetit and signing determinations aid findings required by tj» 

FAR- FAR \ -.KNL ’ ^M^vcntiy, the Chief £‘<rawnu« tax or* nuthonny, on his own to Jaod the 
agency ip a.s^ipcHvKh an OCE economist.. 

.: .^1.. . . :‘: : :‘ 

Mangy#, tbctP&uei- EcononaK-sJso -does not have aiabority jo appoint sot individual to ■ federal 
on his own - CFTC's Oifice of Hurosn Rssourpes ("OftR”) adsninistefs CFTC's 
perSa^ifll policies in siecordance with Title 5 of the U S CiKte and GTM‘ s statue* 
regularboiB. At Resent, CFTC'sOcOi Is ih* w?1>: as«h«>n£ee office in this ogcacy fiat hag 


*' ' fflWW trs^CtfT, « .18-10 {cenctaiting tSat prior wwt MOpIiewi In- wnpktyw- SMtfti inwfeqisjiic t««siiy : 
f,leif«Kfi4, even if wnpleyw be fe;e»M. eiftep the’ ««ortty c koiowe n «er*efle*l. ihoiU adt bo tftWiffew* 

he>*W «ms»lflyte was a d«/jMin empHeyeef. isi k >7(fac agawc-y^wwW nof»r tlw joixf vraA ofony 

iervlft# «> *:de JHeto eBiphiynay . 

16 
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Attik&fripd r<f>f fnte#rt»l CFTC Dirtn'btrihn and S^ttrtr Onfe 


reed ved OPM approval Co4«- TheOfc«Hf : : 

'Bctsttsnlst Uss ao feichorify to appoint anyase to the peal Uot at ^tplpyee, expert, ur consultant. 
Tfc« sugg«3Slktr. Ir} the Draft Report that the CtisafEcDiujoiSst has power fc; bind thft agency by 
cantrset w m aftpotiil todtvi&m*# «> as voiitmt&n- or 'emplbyeei 23 in conflict v*%% 

toe authorities, • : 


CF; It; MaMRWJCTi request? tfcei the Draft. Report be conected to reflect that the Cbiti. %. 
Economist has no Ettiftorityfic appoint etupfoyeesiinder Title 5 of she U.S. Code. In addilk^a,. 
CFTC Management requests that the Draft Report be ocrrceretJ Sp reflect ijutf the Jk \ 
'Ecb{K>mj'5t'dc«s not haws the authority to mice into government contracts with 
bchatfpf tiv; CoR’tmtsstCHi, 

; ; ' . . . . : t|' ' V ’**'■ 

IK: . : .Wzia’sr of Compensation • ^ 

AS' sioted above, the Draft Report cejidudes that paperwork dtficteno^Cait.ji^ ’'easily fitted^ 1 '* 5 • 
The discussion leading 10 this conclusion focuses on iix»p't^teeji Ufisiglied hiring forms. A 
number of the DCS eeonomww performed the: wide without 3^'p^i^fei. The: CiompcwHer 
Gcwriid ha& sfirdcc's^ as those s^rvic^ffeiii^^d without a prior contract for 

compensation, or 'without an advance agreement that $$ will be gratuitous. Redess 
Appvhument of Saw Fax, 2007 US Comp. Qen. ; £EXJ5 9 er4 Army Accept 

fnm /he Am. Assoc of Retired Perrons/#}# V pJfeftH Teachers Assoc (Army's AutherttyX 
1982 US Comp. Den. LEXiS 66% at •T^Aijage&y^&i not violate the AnddetoiseyAc? if an. 
ageosy gecepts ‘’ghrtvnt&u* services'^Cf if &» agertcy accepts sejV&es where k is iuthdtized by 
law. 3 ! US.C; $$ \ 341 (as, i 342; £rlwipi0%fjj?ederal Appropriations law Volume, if 
iRed&ohlzi 64 19 .{Feb. 2906), ^ 


There sn two ways an agency^sole*^ gfafeiitous services. First, an agency cm accept 
gratuitous services ! pyisujjftt fcfcdiogna-oos* eumracT prior to the time perfomiaf^ 

ha£ lwgiij£. <Iii AVi-Ct isPCbfi^^tsJor Even! Plsmnitiy, Services, 21)07 (*.S. C(»inp, Gcrs, I-EXIS 
,22ft «i *9. Seeded, can accept gn 


.... , .J, accept gratuitous services from an expert, or cioc$uh’sr« 

employed utidlr.fti&^SthtTjily of "5 U.S.C; § provided that "it is clearly understood and 

agreed that no is expected." Swifewo*. At 6-99; See. mo Omptnilittr .Qtne/nl 

Warren tpr^E^sdpr, B*rtasi ofBudgm, 194? U.S Comb. Tien : LEXIS TAT (Bureau vf 
of Ct^unsef (“OUC'T s'nri U.S. Government Acwwitability Guffey? 

4 Jj , ; -'i ' 

,rt M % *7 ufc« OK5 meet tbm was ik» *vrd*«o rhsrthe appninlnurott made «y tlw CMrf fiaoaceskt :wcre: 
aiuAiwJriaaB.' 

**ftL 


7; ’ Awtfn»ritte3. «nKrpflfur<g«wk» 3 1 U^,C. $1342 (save drarsn a dfoiiscte^betweis pnd^lnd '*rn}«n(?,"> . . 

SWVicesr awJ ^gnuusabo services." Set .KeJhook^ an 6-00 6. 

'in gereiaf, to bs enihseeabte, & contract vtiriirhe Unite J Staley GMcrwntnt requees »n offer.- w!cepCaf>c« cf ?(*e 
oftisr, arid cansidtfjs.ran. if&Eost Contrasts, far £«<wt Ptomtog Servlets, B->3QS9d8. 2007 U.S. Camp. Qefr. JbCSSS - 
330 .s' *i a 2 (citliVK Rick'S WasA'-s^m Service, Inc. v. I kited Status, 76 F&d CS- 250, 2S9 (2037.1; Tetdl M/tdlan 
M&mfretecnt, fitc v, \J<tiikd Stofax. 104 FJd 13-J4, J jl9(Fed. Cir.lb9T>l 
** This juidiwify permits 3|f rwi* v> pTocwreexpm at*d i-taavlurt ssrviwv. 
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kutticriad f-or im&nd CFTC Dhsribttrfon md&gy.k* 


■ (^(3 AO’- > tfeclmonfr l»ve trisqiprefeS to serve without chrinperisarifm aa . . 

: lliKi Ifes* sfeMM 35 *'bE writtcsi documentation of the- apssfrjent. Howrye, Tsceot C3AO decisions 
’and guidance, as welt as oiber agency regulations aed practices regarding consultant and 

experts, ceqte ee that there be written documeriialkai of the agreement.* 1 * In 'Matter of 

Ekfxtri/ittrti of the Treaiury-Aceipfiixcx of VoIvnfa/y-S&^tc&s? 2K324214 (Jan. 27, 2014), the 
Campaeifejf General found that: 

; - ' • ■ ■ • : • 

“Treasury vacated the voluntary sgrrtaes prohibition of tlte Antideficiency ■&&> 

31 (J,S.C § 1342, when It accepted the unpaid services: of tour iodi victual^, Artf' 5 ^-^ 

Agithcy mxjf accept unpaid serviced when wmton< offering such service^ 

an advance -Written tfeatfO states that the services are plfer 

expectation of payment and f2) expressly: waives any fitlyna pay da^ris 
the gpvemincstt: T rcarury obtained no such written agreem^ts jjrtms 6$sc 
Treasury sti&Ptd wtjfortA vfolatirtn nf the Antideficieacy Act^|w^:j^S by St 
::U.SJp:f 13Si. w - * 



: CFTC ManagaiKeivt is aware tSiat the agency has an pbljgatigd«5„/ephrt any violation* of the 
Antidcfictency Acl.to the President, Congress, and OaO.-^ time of referral. CFTC 

" 334 The word "sbsxijsr It * few swmdfcrd A«r whrds iik^jiResC gHwi* Msirttm-VristaCfi cnlin«: draknacy 
tnciudw thfl IbrUiwiaa defiahicc of “jIwilW”: "to express propriety, or expediency " Skmd fa/h man, 

Mf H? 5 AM- Wepster ccw, tiEpyfo^ftjpe re^^ (Inst vivsed inn. 3 1 , jflfl 41. Gamer's 

Dictionary of Ugal \ kage define* ttw word “sn^^w^lw^ "OtJdiy, rhowid, Ufce j*w>, is. awtiediiws used to 
create nawtatory standards, as in the Ai&A Owe Conduct, ia ste code, in. which “ihe canons . . 

eatola&h, mtedweay tfanckris un'ens mSicwle J. r six of die seven esnom bogie. ! 'A Judge shout* , . 

: ■gftifAS A. Gabwek, Garner's DoiONX&f tyu&SM, L's.*3f (3d«lfon}. 

Soe-!R..t4»fer qffivpartmeM ofVeistoKvySar/icM^UG.'ii 2'<C&M) This 

dceiafcin is oorisisaeia with earner Ok^ttftc’&khvs. Spoetficsdly, “faj^erti . . . [OAQ] decisions note the re^uWrytftff 
of a written record ?fp» ftere«j#!^stri« wlthser conpensKion.'' fstUxxtk. at S-I0&. Fe* example* id 8um* <f 
Ssrejipsj, il>e Cempttwltor Goshas the Bureau could Wc t&i expects CMjsuSaias wiirwu; ri3agk**tftkw> 

iH-cntws Ahere is c* pctv^rto^^-fea^idi patrpom lb proven' ihe wc-eytancf cf giSRM'Mf! servkffir, if oibenywe 
(awful whew wudigedt* ci«: teto, upo;* bekigappoinwtj os rGovemmeni employee without 

cosapen*flrioo, vwlgf «//« odvmHtt that -ho waivm m y and all claims against "he Cevemmerfi bn 

aCMOtro! of sofa s<^vi'«i'l^npriasis added], Bureau ffMudgtt ® *%&. Sot aim At m i '* Aitihitrify: as; "b,- (VoiitnfBry 
services "[p]mvided thar each wsIcniiKf ftur^i.'V flgrccs is advance to serve rpluAwsiy, and Chat 

: irie Wzg&iptrfy ttoatmmJTt. Motbtr t f: Cmwbhty’Wrk '£xp«rimc* Program - 'Stm fkMrd 

fisifiip qrFf*trc>t Wgrk 5Jr«? {iJqpttMitnitv Wgfk ExporiMteu Program), 1^17 U,S. Cdmp. Om. 

W;|i, at %) ("Tht <jAO ha.t {m^tKintfy distifljfoisiltd !M azLcf&nct Of vOliinutfy sisvkes frw;i lh« 

BSs^p^RPt frtVgratMrtO'js jervicea' "■ « cieariy tsfab/isti* * by ■•mitten ogreewwr «r statue no 
^$c$mkKt i& dt« <rr exposed ") ^mphawis adderi]. 

StniValy, 01^ has cpsxd trait ffrmntcm 'whet. hg r etr pqa^ should beta^eemfrd ift wijiftg. If.' gotpizymetii 
■ StMua rtf ^Kafcvjfflw-it”' wtifi. F&tkrvlA ■AvUvty Coutsilifeet., 1 9?2 OtC i^EXiS 47, OtC conclitdodl -that die 
Itep^tRSeni could emp.'cy consutoctj it volunteers provided that "[T]he Cpmejffte Dej>errit«Ct> . . . is cecju!r[!A£i 
escli '.’ansHlkpr vohan.tee? 5 so execute a miner, waiva- of eott^aaoiita, wtfch sfeot-ld be suffident ta proiawt <5ve . 

g.«ri-wmMa« fron: ttisawjcefH whoy dniros ” W, a$ *8. In Avtk&it? h> Emph& she Sievfim of Whit* Jfym* <$k4 
Empkiytes during on AppngmiofKmt Lapse. ?*#S <5tC !.JS?XIS 75, OLC eanciudad that “any employee yg^iin 
yphwtwy w*.we » bio or hsr salary or oantpensitioo should do w v? wringr to. at *f> 

!W 31 U.5,C. § 1551 . Additwaily. dm CSSce-o-f Mwonment ihd tJod^. has oahlmtcd rcauirecwcH Sst executive 
^hsfe4ferrtjk«jfl|; ArtWefieicr.ev Ji«cd(?fei?pr-l«itM'(. & ftKX^r <: EXSCi ©f FIESCP 7Hf.' 


App. 6 - Management Response 


49 



332 


Appendix 002 


X-' S Commodity F-ufures Trading Commission 
Office of tire Inspector General 


RI’DACTED 
by CFTC 


Cm Diuribittka ttojMujtw tfrfr 




Management could j»? locate dc«uoK:«tation of agreements to waive compensation for those 
OCE economists who were not compensated by the Commission for their 'work. 2 * 7 CFTC 
Managernem requests that the OIQ provide ary infornaitoft collected during their review 
regarding waivers of compensation. 

V« Additional Factual Issues 

fc addition to the issues aad dbfidqfiJS set tcrib above, CFTC Management has identitiedtijc 
following issues that wc believe appropriate for the 0-1G tn review and addres* in the f^Jf x 

***• %\y 

.A. Stateareats that Temporary Publication Suspension Was a Baa ott£jrfn$ntfe 
Research %. 

V f%\ 

On page 1 5. th» Draft Report antes that the Commission halted all eepcbniie itsearcb in 
December 2012. 'This assertion ts not accxrrote. As the Draft Rcpoif riiftc&lSCE “oooduetfer^ 
wjaamsh on major policy issues facing the Commission; ws^S^^wawtawic impact of &si 
regulatory changes on the futures markets and other sectors bf tls^economy , « provides, expert 
economic aipourt and advice to other CFTC offices, [onrifxptidtict^ special studies and 
evaluations . , . f' 11 * While the December 2012 ^speitsi^lehtponmiv halted p»W«*«wn of 
outside economic research papers, OCE cammed to e&opJoy economists, who spent the past 
y*ar corwtucting economic research to fulfill the r^wioft of the OCE. the Commission, and the 
CEA. |*% ^ ^ 

By asserting that the Commissiortltahed M[ economic research, the Draft Report overstates the 
Chairman's decision, which wtvs limited to suspending external publication of Individual 
research papers and to resttict|ng ii^»j| to non-public data to fufl-timr CFTC employees, The 
statement also docs not occ^xiiiCfw/hc important wnrk performed by OCE during this past year. 
Therefore, we ask chat thi^sWraeru be corrected to indicate that only outside publication of 
individual research p0ty-s ^^uspended in December 2012 during the pendency of rhe review 
into the issues^o^tinl^^^lsCttiniaa’s letter to the OlO. Additionally, the Draft Report does 
not explain that fhe £bai rman ^ direction was limited to the pendency of the review and was 
never cdntmplS^d br implemented ax; a permanent publication suspension., As discussed in Pari 
J.H after the OCE matter was referred to the OIG. the Office of the Chairman. OCE 

arid' f^Clftxdcvcioped a procedure fur reviewing and clearing research papers on a casc-by-cage 

fttree papers have been cleared through both the Paper Review Committee and OGC at 

this pcifo#. 


PRMHirjy-T, OM B CflttUUR NO.A-t I, HuatWHAtSOW, l§t.H*W}StMOW, Aifl > &&VPO * CP THB RttBlOP r, a! 4, 8f J 4%, 

*45.8 (3013) |,^\V"c\"V \n\tn\ “ 

UJ E->fneit ttom R h y'fi'i f' K l Offlct of Human Resources. \a riV) [Mar 

1 , 2fll 1) (Re; \VoivmofcomperuKirn} 

R5 Draft Report, ai a. 


(D)(6), (b)(7)(C) 
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Authorised Fw fafrmaf CFTC &btribuSten a»d Onh 


'■ CFTC Ivijifwgerjsanr.Tscjtwsis that the-DreS Report revised to reflect that the publication 

not permanent aad that OCE fuU-iitvie emphases t®& OC£ <w<?ii?:sa»sS 
ecosritards and contractors had access to. Section 8 and other CFTC uoti^pubdc data tor 
eainotnie research and oThee Cflaimksion-rctaied purposes 


B, 


Sistemeat that OCE Was Not Permitted tn Hire Nct? J^tranrausis 


in : of OCE was not permitted to bring on^y 
ettoaeiml#*-* CFTC Management was not provided context op sirepstt to? this 
: {henelctf^,. it i» difficult to respond TO this eonchisiefc. Ws stole, howevsr, tJtaT tfe? €%m^|§^iiiy 
spedflcally addressed the eessatidtt of publication during the review of. 

• OGE- employees.— To our knowledge, the review did not affect OCE 1 * 

: :odd$ggtoi: *■&*# or extractors to meet their *> wte.and . ftslfltt the We hot* 

that Fiscal -Year .2Q it 3. was a difficult time financially For the agericy^sl ^^u^'jn both a 
government -shutdown and mandatory lutlougb days tor nil agsgtoy We believe these 

Wtreme budget constraints which included the retminaticn oottli^etS; to 

addition! to limited hiring may have affected O’CE’s ability JgSt^actajtionai staff™ as they did 
all offices In the agency,: While CFTC Mara^tateent agreaf wffe tie OIO" % statement that the : 
CornwisslotTs posting of four economists positions 201 5 is a positive 

developinerit/'* 3 v>« dp not believe that there ia Jkj? evStygnjb that OCE -was- barred from hiring hi 
2013 oit accoMfit of ihp Mroeeaw that prompted fe Chairman's decision u> seek an Of.G 
investigation. .<*#% 

CFTC Management requests lhal OLC^fii^de rite basis for the assertion the! OCE. was wot 
■ ^M>rm|tted w bring on new economist^ If tS^SasiJ for OCR being unable ?d hire hew e 
M riot tied tc the current review o^cfebut rsthej is tied to the broader Inidget constiainfe 
affecting the eatfre am&y, wfc the OIO remove these statements from the Draft 

.-f -W- jy .... 

& - \ "•:%«-■■ • . . . : : : .. 


Report. 



'ourdtfig 


C. importsncrc. 

The Draff Rcf^^ofaft '■”’«& approval that it appears the OGC' <s proposed policy [ fo £lpcfc 
pt4hMe»tfem^^^?rjt written by economists witbo«.ptopcr wan***) has mi tat afffcialJy 
ado^te^y^CMrmaft ot the Ct>iir.tnissii«i." s '' r It states ihss these is ‘'potential unfeimess : • 
i^^%u^?h^p«)pow;d policy ^ However, CX3C hasnot prapoftedany ffrial policy vyrth 
rclhegt to $CE, hut rather has raised a series ef concerns related to the oabostrding issuer 333 

-3_ L«ullL^LL 

^Gc-ijter lent-/ xv 010 an OCE. 

^i5MVtfts«:>xr, w2£. 


Tte ewurwiw rite*# by $0C feewfc, iwtani not ikmm isow MdMgWdntf ^iK^-pcQ^erl^ ■ 

Shbwrfci,, sH?» ate ess !o S<=fior 8 mi other t«BTpablit iwfcowwjeo ■« iwnrr?pw, tbemfor Wit; 4gKrKy .-wndt to be 
abfc to «^fckly verify rfee statos '•!'!?««« »ho sre mbostl ai rtie agency anil who havt iseen granted stress to dais; 
C2i> ffkn TftdiyiduaJ did not sign a waivw of compensation !h»r. poMutwi Antidetkiency' Ac* Hwet «k dhiMiwed 
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Amkom&j Fgr interna! CFTC &htribstikm and gnw>f fish 


The- D«ft Report awry fcs oquRtwig 'the' ongoing legid review of the onbcwdiisg issues with- w — 

■ fsiTBUt OOC policy, The Draft Rq»rt sbo spears to suggest Stosl ibss m\K pnAky 
ir^sialiRg tiutthe DGC sought to focus on and penalise wily OCE^isHttists fe tusl Wing : 

: property M»«E 23A 'P6r '4'xatm|pl« s i Report nates fhas “no one in GCE tirOOC wa* nw&M 

-f She errors in -OCE economist** bnSuKtftijftg fstpmvoefc wiSf fWaawterr ...aftt 


; 4*toifibesrtgd or bcoyghf to t3*e attetwkw.of n» urawwwR ita 0»* , 

; request teritotwodc acce&rwai made: by tree Chkf Econattsiat and in process wiTii^SBt'&r niore 
te two weeks feetafck ^mttsei was signed.* ^ Thtr Drefl Repwtftoto slate tWl-.g&b^ 

: ipys- id uadereiand why acoia , «cy was never emphasized befe* December 

: the poifcy '% Jtot implemented A^erk-y-wi#.’^ Ftathfif, the- Draft Repfl^af^i^sic- he 
. awggesttog diet ciii y .<J(jC e-otssdeis fb-ltowmg proper Mtrag pro&cmn to fe 


: owr knowledge, Li&t ttnoue in OGC wu aware nfihc admini^M^e; Ant ttoffoOCS : - 

dcfed^iii^; pipewsidrfe. tsali! 2(H* tad that wid|(b)(6),(b)( 

■ «0iGii5^u55ftn were ntH brought to the attoKiofl of CFTC otOtS^’V 

fuiictiiBV ns legal advisor to titc Cuwnmiou, OOC ady-two^aii^^ei»-MStte -wbtot it wax 
Infomtod ittDecemhfir 20.12, CFTC :M»na.3«nenl.tiadfi»«^4^^^ A® 8 atother OHR nor she 
Offices were aware- of the breadth oftJtev: i&StM m. OCB 

: yjriiit lieeasphcF 2012. The Draft Recent reei^aise^ StR?^ .‘%e d j3sav**y M dual hb'ipg 
processes for new :OCH eoonomtsis were noi d^fcroentfed /& brought to the atteoitotJ of 
»?anaa«»«^ “ il£ %, & 

As the Draft Report snakes £&u* live was 'Very aggressive' 12 ^ in pushing & get : 

■OCR ecCTitnn&s* hired Vy *sk\$ ftiiiJtiple «%««!» ^rcuba/iwusly. Indeed* the Draft Repiv/i 
lurtliEj- notes that that the Chief EcjS&gtisr would “sufand the same •ndtvsdual to be hired as both : 
roftttocto? and csnwuftant at the apparently intent on .getltftg: the jxwwti onbowded t» 

qtoefcly as Tte not to CFTC Maftagfiment 's attention until December 

wbieh point OG€_. 0£>1, and 0 £)l> wdrktSI togrtb» to detemi^tie 

*i30i>e. of the p»ro|le3»v4i|i-ulti|^ly advised the Cliaiima»:«3 'have the OlO, m iiutopetideat 
iitycesj^tor* nSw^v/^^ka:^** Tfei CFTC Managemem decision to recommotd an GtQ 
fewe^ilsHeift d^ra^mtes the Commission’s streag; caihmjettettr -to i^SSftSfeiy e-pbOSrdls^, 

' agency. 

a ^ ^ j ; ; . . ; ; 

drSe agency a«s net cropcrly wibovd ind|yids>efe man »hr. «mwm ik.iwwm tfiw suiaArd^f 
tmgifbK appwpriiK easi*toi*f wta aepewd m tin ssw*» ortra irttivxJx^OCili reonejmo i»hich mus w 

tiocii-ititc'.ia CT-,txi£?5 Mbs 
*** ftpfOFVV. .'it J5. 

.... . 

: ; ; ; (^iywfhe impc^x-Tst OGC new Bi'^toboboentAa nmmm'A »«t Jcap &ir«tnH 5 0 CE ; «J»^. . . " 

. a :-;::::::: 

:iW M ■ . . 

m U» i% ' ' • 

tkojk'-r tMt»T vs OiCI c« OCC , 
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Further, we dd nos fodieveisiat OCE 3s : lwrogw^Hicte<3 to unfair treatment. — To dur 
asdwfss jiav$ not beet provided with focis proving oihcr wise, tfe *x«h>£ms vy!tfe subsiding were 
widespread In: OCE, : which ri® Draft Report acicovvled^ss; ”ths enora were m a volume that 
indicated a. more thun trivial problem" 1 * 3 The volume wea more Gust trivial and the scope of. .... 
■jpRV/fi}' was ise ique to OCE because of the “very aggraaaiw- — maomt in which the Chief 

w*i$ operating. While the Draft Report daracterlzei rips &s : as ^mm-/kXict, n7Ai the 
aggressive tactics ta@d by the Chief Eoonomisi resulted In the serious problems dt^riho^o lias 
memorandum . QED aud OiH' have woskied extensively with the new Chief Soonanri s^-a ^. 
•CFtC Management believes Shut these- problems have been fully addressed and diitnfw^^k, * 
procedures are in place to ccsm-e that the problems do not recur, 345 On the hot 

.aware of any. feet* to suggest that other Commission Divisions and Offices 
manner to ornate anboatding issues, and we believe tliffl pauper oahuarding bib* and 

continues to bs s emiphKlzBd agensy-wide, % . 



CFTC Management 'requests that the OIO revise this sectlea ©f^e'^af^Lspoit' «6 ‘.'effect Thai 
t\) OOC did fist propose or adopt any new policy regardmg paper? by economists 

who were not onoowded ftrupcf iy ; (21 given OOC's spccifieytpl^g t&« agency, it reasonably was 
oat aware of She <m boarding paperwork problems w»?ie brought to OOC’S 

WtwrihWV jft December 2012, and which tune ir t :gak imra^RlvaGl wtii (3) riieCFTC • • • • ' 
Manngemem i ssp&m- w rive probtems was tutted on©i3§ because CFJ C Management had: w 
mmi, awl .discovered ao basis* to believe that tfc^jg^nting. problem* extended. beyond GCE; 
«kJ (4) onhtrarding accuracy is viewedstf iitifKXtan ! and Is.emphftsiswd agency-wide. If there' U 
evidence to suggest that p&pl^ft»|'de^racy is a problem with reaped to other 

Divisions and Offices, CFTC Mans j^raeni-re^K; bis ihat 01 G provide it. Otherwise, we sequent 
the Draft Report he modified accordingly. 

!!:!: : : ' ; : : ' - : - **%•%*? '■ '.: ; :!. i 

D. Draft Report Direct fngftn Reinstate QC&Net 

We note the OIG's rcco^^^datiou that OCENe? should he restarted soon «S; 

CFTC Manag^Kit fi^&sSot&y the OKI’s concern that physical and information security 
concerns an aiid Gw «»iaoU’’;i!9.slgnj&r40ri. w . \V« believe: protecting 

data and^trihjrm^i^iti the possession and control of Commission from uiMUithnriaed 

dladosaa^^^fent with Setffcft £, the Privacy Act. MOXK and all other statutory tcquttemimts 
i|:rift^mouiht i mportaoce. 


S?*afy PjsKwr, ai s 5. 
m fdat'7 
***01: •:::':• 

* Id, \ 

'f* PIWW: Wf eiwwrttfifi of CFTC Mi nagcmsnr set kin in part i.Q. above. 

,<i DRAFT Pf.Pi.lKT. a! 33. 

** M & :>! ;,iw* supfti « ok IE, 

%?t 
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: The Draft Report dctajlisidic sivsp?age$ of 1 OCENefc 1? stored dels so that it did not need tgrSse 
separately loaded onto the many desktops; st was faster, meanmg that mimipPsatiQJr and study 
af dataset? csnild occur more quickly: and it cootataed uaiqUe programs for {tie uttetipiilatioft: of 
•to’^ TN 0K3 cijanscteriz^ Octet’s ainluyt© run the 6 'com|t5ex programs Boeessa** •#*■■•• 
BZiftlysc economic data’- as a benefit. 3 *' These analyTcai programs were in many oases coded 
using soffrm « or programming language compilers provided by dsr G5irffliiiS$ipn and: Wei* in: 
some cases (?pett soiinre i&ft'*arc tetf Available cni the CFTC main network. However, was 
ao; strict control over software mstelred in the environment, end it is possible that perepgMty;. 

; <?Nvnod:!?o^'<*re wss loaded onio; OCENet by the OCE sccaotsmts. 4 * • IMs porenfis$> 
odwrocfflsidfiJattPftsi^!.ticfing lias CiKtimisston's it policy,’ 0 which prohibits 
. installing personally: owced software. werraass a review by CFTC Mftoastemqpt^n^t^h 
: jBqgrtai petpiimnedSi arcbHeefcise, and controls before a : 

OCBNe} should be .restarted, :. /V 


*W. ;■•::•■ 

lt» Draft Report identifies another benefit ofOGENK as fflfeabijlty^o him <« contract with 
outside «5Con<vroi5ts to do research while limiting aiXiiS's K> ftfcl‘WOdt: w '' White: 

this was the historical pnKtiee of tire agency, if OGB cctm^nists'«e tfcopcrly appointed to-sbdfes 
work <rf;«he Commission or are properly brought in then they «r? authored to 

have access to the data on the CFTC main network. deg^td^^on. their Bead fbr access ts the 
data. Based on tbi?, if does not Mtew that a sci^mte network is necessarily required . Staff in 
several Commission division?, including DMO, bglG^aod OCE, currently have access to dse 
data on the: CFTCmam network ami p<a^rm:pomp>ea swveiHiUttt' tod analytics using die mam 
server. CFTC Management Believes ihai ^ ipvjew ofiesefcich program requirements, curs'enl 
: Bnftiytma pftittbrTn capabilities on^CFlfedam tteriwrtc, and the cost ofrnhinttirojsg a separate 
: he conducted before 4 determination is Hs&te whether OCENel. should be 

. restated. 


There are a variety of jof^mstiori teduiology' solutions that would ailow.the CFTC to achieve its 
economic research ob^l^f^Ft'C Managemeat 'has not yt>fdet*ntofci*;d its 'preftfbfetfsnlutRm.. 
While CFTC Jr^^s^Mtive to the idea that manipulating data can "occur more 

quickly** 254 otre n'etworfc than cm a desktop, wo are unaware uf a specific rcqisfecmcnbte create a 
se^W^wc^iftiiett of using the existing CFTC main iwrwurk:. : We also are wpaw* of any 
adreiuisiraiivc concrete used for all other Commission employees are 
Ti^fclSa^fa^thc economic research conducted in OCE, Nevertheless. C^TC Mariagerneru has 
OCE, ODT; OED. OGC„ and other oMkm will review the ’e>\ife» need for a 


■*• id at iO 

f. ■>».:: 

4,1 l»t<rvi«w Whfc A»&ei Sirileaka. x^ira iK'ti U. 

7S> Commoottv f\nMU Th^wtComm* O&'ksj of m Fj*c, Op, CFTC Pa ucv; IT Rl?Js of Ben* vine; : 

: • ■ ■ 

: ?n Draft JiS?5')RT,« 10. ' 
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. £aa(a eg * 


suai-ufone MMttftf* OCT, mt « «o*M apptectae any «her mformjtion OK) may be aha 
fe pfavsife? on this subject. 

The Draft Rejam j&tStrar actor tfse esbeerns aboui the physical sad jnfcrmason te tf melogy 
■security are w i»uisiaidiar and arc bsing adit rc&cd **« least in pan incoratecacs with m Of0 



(b)(7)(E) 


(b)(7)(E) 





Management** review «Ktmww* fh?f<r « * fwr a sqj 
ITTC MarAaemcnt k sensitivg to intbtreatiqn soeurify -cf^aehLS a* 

1(Q)(7)(E) 


o rk <o support OCE. 

j|(b)(7?(E) 


d is dso in the process of 


acquiring a tool to support automated data loss p^«pdbiv However, wo P-sryrat at thia time 
accept ihc itXacmnKTOfetitm to imciod i^S j raewrt OCENel without completing m im&ai 
review- and- assessment ofthelasStteat b^^^^sparate system and the potential security tiste 
«?nc?wr4 by swell a system. To-niskejg* iwfcrfftild d«i$Km, CFTC Mena»«wMrt r«aw?sts that the 
: 0i!0.provtde the factual details dje'.OIG .rdied opes* lo ootic'iide that the state* of controls for 
OCEhfet waa substantial. If \yc fJinTihat lh» security concent* earmot suffideatly be addressed 
to protect the data b al 1 .egoi .'cquir^menw, CFTC Management .requests &M 

ftre Ptaft Report be the recomisendcsidn ’hat 0CEN« lie immediately restarted 

until the owed ^^{^a’sQOiJjIccsisdtv enneens ate addressed. 

: f„ Ptttft |^ii^rt%ritvasta of OGC for Laek »< Agjrt^A<jon Stewards 

The I3^-1fe^^%s»hBdes rfcanhe iaek of "nsrrs-^ objective* ml definite waadwd*'- fof. 

eenrwmlsfcC jvipm is : 'disluifrag >,15, The OJG H correct that, aWwHigh 
n msluudKrtis for infunnotiort protected witJet Section $ Have bt*» ctttticd fw various 
Hfcatrcms. there w dot s s-miter formula for aggntgaslor. far research papers written by 


:: ; 

ili SKJNIfM atCX-WAftlY CPAs, 9U/Z, OR sfT..COWMORITV Fm*mTTJA(Wk«'- G5MW* CO t; AMT t WITH 
PaovilMa* or aw FtstfcAi. *r?oti$*e* *.ttv Mawaosment Acfor 28G3„ ?«c« Vew SO t %, «t W 

opm .. 

®: & at 11., 

** M-ii'tt. 

tg 
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• OGE e^horoistsr : ; WTfteCFi'C iKe laek of a angle’ ^orre sin? •’ : 

Sts a3i ri i&jAiiiarcl to identify Section 8 data in the eecncank resesieh papers is not :kksaL we agree 
with the'.OiCf‘ 9 assessment that reviewing the cconomisU' papers for infismsatiott protected under 
•Section S can m ex«nii»ik>aof contort to determine -whether aggrepex! 

teatfc data in an economic research paper may he reverse engineered . : - y — This somjslEi 
&ptoai sadiegal review is tbs reason why: ft may no- be; possible tor; the Ceremisston to: provide 
a standard aggwgsiftm; polity: for widely dispel* topics, and tor Uiffereoi Kchr^ues a^ 
methods tor Using the data, such as those covered in the economic research rape 
: faet-intensive review' is currently being undertaken by the iPaptr -Rcvres^olho: 

established by.OCE amJ (U»ws on expertise iftiuughout dw agency to: address th^da^j&itses 
; tnv.ol.Yed in assessing aggregaiioniand Section B data in papers. >% 


The Draft Ripdrl uppesrs to fool* OOC for not providing written. grediKice^p ih* standards to be 
applied with regard to ’the tieniiliciuHon of information protected unde^ Sii^# B ftoclodsng 
acceptable aggregations policies). 261 We do not believe this ^rracssfB uf£)<JC is warranted 
because, m tioied the review is factually and- legally not a "obtf %htt fits tit" 

approach. The Psper Resvtffw Committee foes developed & pn^:teK^ revievv papers and ■ enpge 
with (he audiors k» reach a'faetiial conclusion that ilu»eis% information uhttiosed by 

ti» paprrs. The Paper Review Commutes then jaavl&s «s :reboiiiincn£fettr<st to OQ€ as part of . 
the new review process. OGC applies the IcgahsiarcJafti.toV disclosure to the .analysis provided . 
by OGE. Additionally, -as noted in Pan UC QCfG^dwd colteboretivdy with OCE (tad the 
Offte/j of the Chairman to help idecttbr|n^>n3tai3or> needed to review ppm tor Section $ 
information. This coltebofliden is. cnlioSl]itoe|srfr* the Agency only discloses mformalkm 
properly, and we Appreciate the ofe^s recognition of the ecraplefcity of this caao-Spedfie, faev 
; totisisiye •oiidertaking. % V,. 


While recognhing the of reviewing the economic- -nesearch papers, the Draft Report 

hods fault with, the publication of the papers, 2 ^ CFT C Management does not : 

believe this finding. o/^U%*<$tsistoRt with the feets as set forth in the' Draft Rfcpdrt hhS in this 
. item errors in hiring, ocboarding, and 

jhsoaedkeeptog?^*' the “substantial"' 261 mfotnvatkm' security concerns, it is imperative to 
have a .ftto^ft^'^twlWeful review process. As deacnbsdln Fait tH above; CFTC Management 
hr^^V||<ypb^a ic v fow process &as addresses- those concents. 

C^r^Maragemem requests that the OIO remove the Draft Report's criticism &C-OQC for nor 
jprovja^ wyjtftMt guidance on eggreg-alton sraodanS* when the Draft Report ^acknowledges the ' 


w £U at 2$ (tke Paper Revievr Ccawotow h fcs not rtcetag. written guid&acc from OGC on the siasulardi Jso.be . 
gpliod with r«jjKr4ia Sceiieu a). 


id at 11 . 
*M» 31 
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Iwkih'iit'd Fer InSsmst CF1Z Cnwi&MkH Stevie * Only 

• fcjqsfcry: b m detenmiiW: whether Bgifregafed fcr&lis 

- <&m iu «n ‘Seeaaauc research paper rasy be reverse engineered , - , i 1 ** 8 ' CFTC Mu^ge&att 
isaqweslS'tiiai theOTQrefiec* in the Graft fosptrft that drtsswytfeg whether data ft wNI&)fftribr : 
aggregated to avoid disclosures prohibited by Section B is a facr-ijttajissve inquiry' that requires 
,»#ww»f eemptex atetbtieai nsfefc dss&. 

<sapi?k** and the €EA provides ihe Legal standard that guide* .$wcJi review 


F* OnrC- ArtklJJ Wkf? Regard to fajjm oaSfec letaror 

: .Ok jKigs E, ibs: Draft Report states "(tjftere is no oyikslfcm tten \ be A^eirsy sditg$i t^n 
aJty OCEraataroh papers Sroro ste inicOTct' ; ' Wc dfl mt agree with this fifjdang^at^It 'is our 
. u^erarandu ^ftak or(oc ;o the duesti^s raked by the CMS about potential, ' 2&&<$QP ' 

, . ^ jfp), (b)(7)(C) another papa pst^hted toii«| > t^(b)~(6),(t>)(7) | 

'j(D}(6), (D)(7) Lp$$ j ■ yt^j Tyv5Uig&* w ,thf : att*.oiftm c sf ConimisT 


WhalYy a^eered to Danism Saectsun 8 data. The agency cttn^afyxsd^re^s^l 


the data in the papery simulated data* ** but the Chief fa 
paper from the wabsite. ^* Addijjpcally, ihe sigBificance oj 
MaiMtgemcat. % including this ftutf, (he Draft Report 
CftmmisstOft shoidd have attempted to nrapuMisIt" t^^agte'previoialv published without 

CFTC ManaganWlt klt&VdtdgtT HOWCMT. V/C ^in.-vf ^ojv^fKtit ttvi sonn.-v tfaft'trihrtvild he 



jjtt^x^d ( ^ ) o remove the 
^acf^K uncle (A^f4“ : 1C 
e%y$? getting that the 


“patruil ins^ the j^t( fttdfffcrffUfts n ^g vidlased agency policy aa d psoceduren, 1 a 

bob du j(bj; : 6} ape?ai>^(b)(6),(b)(7)(C)|?ap^(b)(6i.(b , )(7 , )fC) ^ben iiic 
Commission fcccwsse imre thii * paper n$5 !?f 


pwlkbed tStdmuuwwiojng prop^t rfvitnv, 
the agency has cofl«ec«sd a rev1ei*:fp Section ft -or other confidential or rm^pohlk 

i&ferrasftoawas released. CFTC ^Cin^ement reqi*es:s that the OTG amend tfe Draft Report tc 
tsileci fchttejitet# ra*& hy iwiabsfe wiseftwrtbc 0X0 believes ftte-asscocy 

has any adrfitksizi osiigariora^ifs i^surssrefty implied. 


C. Frevi»osO«C:<4«l!ii« i »j){B)(6). (b)(7)(C) 
Fage S of the * 


agar 


that- CK jC' s December 2012 fevtew revested that 


(b)(6), 


(b)(6), kpal(bj(6). Sj/S (CS, Jvas r«vi?wca Sv Sic Chief Scokwusi, 0<xlM&$ 

(b)(6),(b)(7)(C)k4 ' “ 


Jis DMO, Tha eacclittksi k Mel arthbutsd towny 



,. rOTtl.wT bd.kv« it is not true; T.he OtJC 'December 2012 review found that the psjkt 


M. « SS. 

friS*l ( b ) ( 6 
• ««bat» jsxxsrr 


(b)(7)(C) | MJ Ante! Kych^ftiOtt. 22, 3t)iiSi(pe|" 

.ib ncz-ixibk: fteaKraabeywi amwM, RE: Onfar Dss&qvW 

isissssss^awem ifefsd 5) I LL «,»«FbT 



■ Vm»f! frrai Af^ai KidienWo tq_ 
w«t Mr earnest tepees » 


57 
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few (b)(6), (b)(7 ) p* The Draft Report is thfcfiwt : 

: i$m tjMii.lfee OGC aRoraeys enad uctraa me Beceaifag t v ii review i^fewd tlu« mi' • 
ficcsbsnist in DMO also reviewed (b)(6), (b)(7)(C) aps:; 175 TfreatSfire, this Inteiatioa was 

BW diagr^ml^ part fiftfaj OGii 4 die Draft Report? 71 A&£cma!?y, m 

note ^s j(b)(6). (b)(7) j iad pityteasly puMfcly zrtmtf&li w aaoe* m at ks&iJ hmt. . 

tmmkxs. prior to dra review completed in November, i , 2&i & b> |(b)( 6 ) , ( b )(7 ) p 

: :CRfC Mansgcmsa* ?©5«ssttfba3 ihe : f^O : diaags-ft»e Draft t;^p^ ic, rrf\<y.t that rfe- tti ifk,-- 

Becemhtt 2012 review revealed Uigilhe paper %m pofcjicijr pt &£*#&} pries' t #b)(6),(b)(7)(C[ 
"N^ittbee 1, 2^17, review. We fatiief request tha t Ae Draft Ren or? be change d. to 
(he CKK^ D ecember 20U ccview 4>d rvot nev«ai ihafj(b)(6).(b) jhad rrrsewei) j (' b j"(6) f '* j 
pW] prstivatlwr paper. ? 

it Statement* ssu4 KatAvfedg* Asirlfetual to CFTC EwpI^e.N^TBttnweii by OIG 

• : vfSfeL' ." : ' : 


The scctidri of the- Draft Report entitled "Further OGC. Review R^v&Is pfeKitsatieS 5 «etmty 
Concerns anif Fromjjts Further OCE Reswictioas* 2 ^' desenfce^iacas| Sftegcdly taken by m 
O '(jC attorney., disc vm*. VffeiJS thSiOOC attorney .atlcged^^e^sfeflC and suggests ibaHlie OOC 
aftccney ma de alictattioE s inv estigated by d»'OiQ. 2?t ; - Jl»'bajvB(K: staff attorney invclvedla 
fifes review t l(i?)(6),( '"fc FTC (b)(6), (D)( 7 ) j<Mi|Seil'and wc dsarinc this & foe atiaiiwrv 
referred to in the Draft Rapt^rt. f(b)(6),( | a.V)ft% 4 fosd CFTC Management that she was 00 
Jfitwvitew «4 bv the filter regarding any of. these 
€ & % 

CPTC Ktogfimeta teqnatt that teJlQp&iview the mwa# residing thekformaifoft is tit* ' 
Draft Report oi. ih lhc-idterrwSiv<j(1^v;dc'‘t&e‘-iotsri5e for the information attributed fothifi 
stlPTTwy 30 we c*rt folly respond t§ tSess aBegjat»iti 

:: ':::': r : : " . f%-%F : : : : U: ? 

• • ^€j '" ' ■ ..: ! : : ’ 


. intmky. with A'h^irif 
Deputy Q«*r»> $>*»&& 
A$>^?ef K IriteaVafflitiy-^ 
i v Msm.A"C64«» 
ifcgyiw 0^ f|Baa»ji£ 

. ; ^Ta!t^;-af v Jat&a'i5w r 

(b)£6),(b)(7)(C) 


isu„* Ik vtmufMdtun 

— I" 

K' 6 ) , ( b ) LZlfcjfb. VIS lib ) brtyj>- UHJtaat f itfc. 20f B fgfe; Scciii* S 

^ a iI li o i nl 4))(6' , ),(b)( 7 r^ ft| KWte4c> (Wsv; 1, io : 12i (Kt: P*p?f 4n% for 


a f b Y 6 ) w fqraw? CPTC M*b<®k»«w. < M( b)(6Tj' | » awestijawr with *te CWG, suited try her 0riw rn« 

. Arv diJrwsg tto *nd fcsfced 'or Sr« j^aMutar tXIC'r e^SSSlSSi^ 1 i^woDheOCE iscc&xnirts: 
•#«rc *& dg fflefc ? eiCptsyecsF. Ai bc pow. during Thai coiversjrcw t G §*''»' tVJCfrioos. aixjui : 

; aOhowattnWtesio b^. t.. \ ,... r . L-/: l , U 
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Dtscmssaas af Coafracts: and KcsjxmdfeiJ&lH of the Procurement OfUce 


The Re port notes that “detteieiwies . . .. included unsigned conStacI*”^ aiKi’ffbr ooeOCB 

contracto*, OED staff determined the warrant was not signed at all CFTC Management 
foapeeiftilly njqassis that -the Q!«3 pre??de : tbs docynwuiu and infomattM* relied upon to stspp&ft 
these statements so that CFTC Mscageraent can review and fully respond to the statements in the 
: Draft Report, ‘ '' 

Additionally* the Draft Report notes that the Ftowpanent. Qffios is "responsible fp? 

, ^ramhdntliv* onboarding for conBattors." 2 * As noted ehCFTCKet, the Shtocareat ^ 
responsible tor we rsee&g a*t CFTC procwia&s'.ol aedvHfes 5* Speer ficaJly 
: Office is responsible for. (1) drafting and implementing pratmrermeiJt ; 

$.i serving as business manager with regard to agency contracting activids^T^ r «^ifdthg and 
administering tbs Cpmintsglph'i; contrast*; In aerortSsnce with w^tiees, federal 

saws and wdttgsp^jf policies; and (4) managing ds; CQ^aSlirafeHl cowacreta; 

tsasslrold portfolio for headquarter? and regional offices.^ 80 

According to the April 2Di 3 “CFTC Otririeijjtes: Staff AMtit^^^nsfcre, Mom of Changes,” 
ihfe JKftMfttaft office, in this case OCE, is onboftidittg of 

eonsnusors." 3 * Per the April 201-1 Guidelines, 

Representative. f'COTfe")!* responsible for taking thcl&Bfcr onboarding contractor sU*T. 
SpecfficaUy, the April 201 1 : Guidelines ,|tote: 


■‘Contrectiog Officer Technical ktpeiwttative (COTft) (for new contractors) 

* Contacts Logistics jatd|fpeialions (?..0j to .‘Xtordinat* wciRip^e. . 

* Completes CFTC^fij^inja Sr New- Contractor Profile for the selection of a 
«>eW «.*mractor) tostt «&£&«& it to sfetflbhaftges^cfte. gov. This starts the 
personnel .4^C!ut%. prfoccss. 

•» Form 1 19. New Staff Requirements for a new employee 

ctfc^ci^^oe’wuiiubmiis it to «affchKcgW(§cfto.feov via email. This 
. Basic info.roiabOR to .allow OED staff to setup the new 


: f \>% ' 

'Mi. % % 



J * Dlti^t RdFOfrT., 31 a. 

K w.a)i 
■ m U #t!T 

119 Set CFTCntt, Qp&aildtif, r/nancioi Manajr*m&v: Pt&vrvaumL 1 J. 5. CdfAMCi b'ttr PitTtJfc feS Ttufitito Cow 

fop03MMOOTfY FSiWRESTSACINO COMMX OFF** CF fKft EXSC- DtR „ Human Res.,. CFTC OUtoFUiftS: 
SUM* AiXvtlU/NS, -rSANSFEM. MOVCS Oft CKaKGES (281 1>. 

* r M 
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(b)(6), (b)(7 ) QCR-Ecioirrf^ssk a»M||(b)(6)^ |fc^» (bX6),(b) 
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empbydMat eihics regulations to GCEsconuraiss. >,««« ' ' 


■ r ■ • . i, . 

: CfTC- hlona gear-cat has exercised its best so refyattf ?<? the Draft Report in this 
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4,501,490.38 $ 470,735.56 

4,465,787.65 $ 1,209,641.17 

3,705,100,07 $ 147,773.39 

3,576,305.84 $ 499,811.78 

3,391,0383311$ 172,102.29 
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DCO SPECIFIC PROPOSED AND FINAL REGULATIONS SINCE 2009 


No. 

Rule 

Proposal or 
Final 

FR Number 

Publication 

Date 

Effective/Compliance 

Dates 

1 

Financial 

Resources 

Requirements for 

Derivatives 

Clearing 

Organizations 

Proposal 

75 FR 631 13 

10/14/2010 

N/A 

2 

General 

Regulations and 
Derivatives 
Clearing 
Organizations 

Proposal 

75 FR 77576 

12/13/10 

N/A 

3 

Information 

Management 

Requirements for 

Derivatives 

Clearing 

Organizations 

Proposal 

75 FR 78185 

12/15/10 

N/A 

4 

Requirements for 
Processing, 
Clearing, and 
Transfer of 
Customer 
Positions 

Proposal 

76 FR 13101 

3/10/1 1 

N/A 

5 

Risk 

Management 
Requirements for 
Derivatives 
Clearing 
Organizations 

Proposal 

76 FR 3698 

1/20/1 1 

N/A 

5a 

Risk 

Management 
Requirements for 
Derivatives 
Clearing 
Organizations 

Proposal - 
Reopening 
of comment 
period. 

76 FR 16587 

3/24/1 1 

N/A 

5b 

Risk 

Management 

Requirements for 

Derivatives 

Clearing 

Organizations; 

Correction 

Proposal - 
Correction. 

76 FR 16588 

3/24/1 1 

N/A 
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6 

Clearing 

Member Risk 
Management 

Proposal 

76 FR 45724 

8/1/1 1 

N/A 

7 

Customer 
Clearing 
Documentation 
and Timing of 
Acceptance for 
Clearing 

Proposal 

76 FR 45730 

8/1/1 1 

N/A 

7a 

Customer 

Clearing 

Documentation 

and Timing of 

Acceptance for 

Clearing; 

Correction 

Proposal - 
Correction 

76 FR 47529 

8/5/1 1 

N/A 

8 

Derivatives 
Clearing 
Organizations 
and International 
Standards 

Proposal 

78 FR 50260 

8/16/13 

N/A 

9 

Derivatives 
Clearing 
Organization 
General 
Provisions and 
Core Principles 

Final 

76 FR 69334 

1 1/8/11 

1/9/12: is the Effective date 
for the rules. 

5/7/12: Date by which DCOs 
were required to comply with 
§§ 39.1 1:39. 12; 39. 13 (except 
for 39. 1 3(g)(8)(i)); and 39.14. 

11/8/12: Date by which DCOs 
w'ere required to comply with 
§§ 39.10(c): 39. 13(g)(8)(i); 
39.18: 39.19; and 39.20. 

1/9/12: Date by which DCOs 
were required to comply with 
all other provisions of the 
rules. 
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10 

Customer 
Clearing 
Documentation, 
Timing of 
Acceptance for 
Clearing, and 
Clearing 

Member Risk 
Management 

Final 

77 FR 21278 

4/9/12 

10/1/12: Effective date for 
DCOs. 1 

1 ] 

Enhanced Risk 

Management 

Standards for 

Systemically 

Important 

Derivatives 

Clearing 

Organizations 

Final 

78 FR 49663 

8/15/13 

10/15/13: Effective date for 
the rules. 

12/31/13: Date by which 
systemically important DCOs 
were required to comply with 
§§ 39.29 and 39.30. 

12 

Derivatives 
Clearing 
Organizations 
and International 
Standards 

Final 

78 FR 72476 

1 2/2/ 13 

12/2/13: Effective date for the 
amendments to 190.09. 

12/13/13: Effective date for 17 
CFR 39.31 and 140.94. 

12/31/13: Effective date for all 
other provisions of the rules. 


1 Please note that this rulemaking also included effective dates for other entities, such as futures commission 
merchants, swap dealers, and swap execution facilities. 




Wednesday, March 26, 2014. 
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WITNESSES 

DR. CATHERINE E. WOTEKI, UNDER SECRETARY, RESEARCH, EDU- 
CATION AND ECONOMICS 

DR. CHAVONDA JACOBS- YOUNG, ADMINISTRATOR, AGRICULTURAL 
RESEARCH SERVICE 

DR. SONNY RAMASWAMY, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF FOOD 
AND AGRICULTURE 

DR. MARY BOHMAN, ADMINISTRATOR, ECONOMIC RESEARCH SERV- 
ICE 

DR. CYNTHIA CLARK, ADMINISTRATOR, NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL 
STATISTICS SERVICE 

DR. DONALD K. BICE, ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF BUDGET AND 
PROGRAM ANALYSIS, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

Introduction of Witnesses 

Mr. Aderholt. Well, good morning. The subcommittee will come 
to order. Thank you for joining us this morning and to discuss the 
USDA’s fiscal year 2015 budget request for its research agencies. 

As I have mentioned before, the subcommittee is focused on the 
themes of ensuring the proper use of funds through oversight, en- 
suring the appropriate level of regulation to protect producers and 
the public, and ensuring funding is targeted to vital programs. We 
will be reviewing the budget requests with this in mind this morn- 
ing. 

I would like to welcome to the subcommittee Dr. Cathie Woteki, 
the Under Secretary for Research, Education, Economics, and chief 
scientist for the U.S. Department of Agriculture. Also joining today 
will be Dr. Cynthia Clark, Administrator of the National Agricul- 
tural Statistics Service; Dr. Mary Bohman, Administrator of the 
Economic Research Service; Dr. Chavonda Jacobs-Young, Adminis- 
trator of the Agricultural Research Service; Dr. Sonny 
Ramaswamy, Director of the National Institute for Food and Agri- 
culture; and Mr. Don Bice, Associate Director of Office of Budget 
and Program Analysis. Welcome, everybody. 

Opening Statement — Mr. Aderholt 

USDA is proposing a $63 million increase over the fiscal year 
2014 enacted level for its research programs. It does not include 
the additional $227 million for research that was included in the 
President’s Opportunity, Growth, and Security Initiative. We can- 
not consider the initiative because it is outside the established 
budget cap for fiscal year 2015. 

The budget request includes a significant increase of 50 — sorry, 
of $75 million to create three new innovation institutes. We will ex- 

( 349 ) 
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plore this proposal in detail as this was not part of the discussion 
of the 2014 farm bill. 

There are also many other increases, decreases, consolidations 
and transfers in the budget proposal. The hearing today will allow 
the subcommittee to thoroughly examine them and ultimately help 
to determine whether USDA is effectively administering its pro- 
grams, its activities, and meeting its broad mandate for agricul- 
tural research consistent with congressional intent. 

Before I conclude, I do want to recognize Dr. Clark, who recently 
announced her retirement from the National Agricultural Statistics 
Service. Thank you for sharing your expertise and time with USDA 
over the years, and also with the agricultural community. 

I also congratulate Dr. Jacobs-Young on her new appointment as 
Administrator of the Agricultural Research Service. We look for- 
ward to working with you. I enjoyed our visit yesterday when you 
came by the office, so thank you for doing that. 

I also would like to thank Dr. Bohman for the timely assistance 
that your staff has recently provided this subcommittee on research 
questions. Your staff knew right where to go to find — to help us 
find the right answers, so thank you, Dr. Bohman, for that. 

And finally, thank you, Dr. Ramaswamy, for your work to ensure 
that the National Institute of Food and Agriculture is sharing in- 
formation with Congress, particularly in those as it relates to agri- 
culture and food research initiatives which help us to make good 
funding decisions. 

This subcommittee and all of agriculture is fortunate to have all 
of you that are sitting at the table this morning as experts, as pro- 
fessionals, as leaders in the ag community serving not only the De- 
partment of Agriculture, but also the Nation as a whole, so thank 
you for that. 

At this point, I would like to recognize our ranking member for 
the subcommittee, Mr. Farr of California, and see if he has some 
opening remarks. 


Opening Statement — Mr. Farr 

Mr. Farr. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and I echo your 
accolades for the fine work that the committee has done. It is nice 
to see the diversity here of women before our committee in a De- 
partment that has been predominantly, throughout its history, a 
very male-oriented Department. 

I think this subject matter, I mean, it probably isn’t controver- 
sial, so it doesn’t attract a lot of people to come in, but it is — to 
me, our investment in research, America’s investment in research, 
is probably the distinguishing factor of how America can stay 
ahead of the rest of the world in economic development. 

I chaired the economic development committee in the California 
State Legislature and had a chance meeting with all of the top in- 
dustrial leaders in the State, and every one of them indicated that 
the one thing that the government could do that they couldn’t do 
alone is the investment in research; also investment in education, 
because of all their workforce came out of education. And, frankly, 
it wasn’t about how much taxes and regulations there were; it was 
about how do you also create communities of quality of life that at- 
tract an intellectual capital that they need to hire in their compa- 
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nies, and sort of these things that were external were beyond the 
companies’ ability to do on their own. And David Packard was very 
instrumental in my life and certainly built a beautiful aquarium in 
Monterey, but his interest was always — even with that aquarium — 
was in research and in marine research and applying that re- 
search. 

So I find that this arm of the U.S. Department of Agriculture is 
key to America, and I am going to be asking some questions about 
why there isn’t more investment, or why is there not an investment 
in one thing or another, or why there are cuts, because I think that 
if we are going to, in this competitive world — we are unique, Mr. 
Chairman, in that we have a lot of microclimates in this country 
that other countries don’t have, particularly in the fresh vegetable 
area where you just can’t grow these crops in other places of the 
world or even other places in the United States. 

You know, there is a lot of pressure on food safety, food security, 
inputs, pesticides, herbicides, sort of the negative things that can 
affect the environment and have downstream effect. So, if we are 
going to really find alternatives to things that we don’t want to 
continue to use, and if we are going to find better ways of pro- 
ducing food in a more cost-effective way, we are going to have to 
really strongly support our research service, so I appreciate the 
committee being here today and having this discussion. Thank you. 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you, Mr. Farr. 

And, Dr. Woteki, again, welcome to the subcommittee. We will 
turn to you for your opening statements. Your full statements, of 
course, will be included in the record, so feel free to summarize any 
way that you would like, and then we will proceed on with the 
questions. 

So Dr. Woteki. 

Opening Statement — Dr. Woteki 

Dr. Woteki. Well, thank you, Chairman Aderholt, and good 
morning to you, and to Ranking Member Farr, and to Representa- 
tive Pingree. It is a real pleasure for my colleagues and me to ap- 
pear before you to talk about our budget request for fiscal year 
2015. And as you have noticed and noted already, we are appearing 
before you with a new addition as the Administrator of the Agricul- 
tural Research Service. Dr. Chavonda Jacobs-Young testifies for 
the first time in this capacity. And I also greatly appreciate your 
noting the many contributions that Dr. Clark has made. So we are 
looking forward, though, to finding an outstanding replacement for 
Dr. Clark. 

My colleagues and I have provided quite extensive written testi- 
mony for the record. We appreciate your putting that in, and I will 
summarize just at a very high level. 

In addition to preparing for this hearing, we have been spending 
a lot of time in implementing the Agricultural Act of 2014, and our 
budget proposal includes additional reporting information for the 
National Institute of Food and Agriculture, for the Agricultural Re- 
search Service, and also for the Economic Research Service, which 
was required by section 7513. 

A second report on research accomplishments, 5-year projections 
of our research priorities, and also examining potential areas of the 



352 


duplication with the private sector and other Federal agencies is in 
final clearance and will be submitted to you very promptly. 

The President’s fiscal year 2015 budget proposal and the farm 
bill provide for new ways of partnering with university scientists, 
with educators, and with the private sector. This investment in 
science and education is an important contributor to rural economic 
growth, to the creation of new industries, and also for keeping U.S. 
agricultural productivity high. 

The return on the Federal investment in agricultural research is 
in the range of 20 to 1, and nearly 1 in 10 jobs in the U.S., about 
16 million jobs total, is in the agriculture and food-related sectors. 

The farm value of production is estimated to be $400 billion, and 
the research investment, as Congressman Farr noted, pays off in 
a lot of different ways, in an educated workforce, in patents and 
licensing agreements that lead to new agricultural products and 
consumer goods, and in the creation of new businesses. 

This past year the REE agencies accomplished a lot. ARS entered 
into more than 50 new Cooperative Research and Development 
Agreements (CRADAs) and continued working in another 250 ac- 
tive CRADAs, helping companies to solve problems through cooper- 
ative research. ARS annually files over 100 patent applications and 
averages over 400 active licensing agreements. 

NASS completed the Census of Agriculture that is providing im- 
portant information for informed policy decisions, and also program 
delivery. 

The Economic Research Service informed public and private deci- 
sions with 268 new research publications and updates to over 70 
different data products. 

Work supported by the National Institute on Food and Agri- 
culture at the University of Nebraska has resulted in the reduction 
in irrigation water used annually by 114 billion gallons. That is 
enough water to supply a city the size of Tucson, Arizona, for a 
year. 

And to meet the opportunities to grow our scientific workforce, 
NIFA also supported the education and training of over 1,100 doc- 
toral and post doctoral students. 

So, the total request for the REE agencies is $2.9 billion. The re- 
quest includes $75 million to establish three new innovation insti- 
tutes focused on high priorities for research. The institutes are 
going to be virtual organizations, meaning no buildings will be 
built with these funds, but they will include multiple partners from 
academia, from the private sector, and from Federal labs. These 
will be public-private partnerships with the intention of leveraging 
private investment into them, and NIFA will be administering 
them as a competitive program. 

The institutes are going to focus on three high-priority areas: pol- 
lination and pollinator health; combating the development of patho- 
gens that are resistant to antibiotics; and the third one is going to 
focus on building a national network for bioproducts manufacturing 
innovation. 

We are also committed in the budget to helping sister agencies 
in furthering food safety, and there is, within NIFA, a $2.5 million 
request to establish a program to provide food safety training and 
outreach to owners and operators of small farms, food processors, 
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and fruit and vegetable vendors that are affected by the Food Safe- 
ty Modernization Act of 2011. 

The President’s 2015 budget request, as you have indicated, also 
includes a separate Opportunity, Growth, and Security Initiative, 
and within that there is $277 million targeted investments in this 
mission area. The initiative includes $197 million for the Agricul- 
tural Research Service, and most of that would be dedicated to re- 
placing the Southeast Poultry Disease Research Laboratory in Ath- 
ens, Georgia, where very critical research on avian influenzas is 
conducted. And the initiative also includes $80 million to enhance 
NIFA’s base formula and competitive programs at Hatch and 
Evans- Allen and AFRI. 

So, in conclusion, I believe that these initiatives that I have high- 
lighted, as well as the high-priority budget increases and realloca- 
tions that are indicated in the agency testimony, are critical to sus- 
taining and enhancing a well-rounded research and education port- 
folio. 

Mr. Chairman, we look forward to working with you as we con- 
tinue together to support a world-class level of science and to in- 
crease the strength of U.S. agriculture. My colleagues and I are 
ready to answer any questions you might have. 

Mr. Aderholt. Okay. Thank you. Thank you, Dr. Woteki. 

[The information follows:] 
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RESEARCH, EDUCATION, AND ECONOMICS 

Statement of Dr. Catherine E. Woteki, USDA’s Chief Scientist and Under Secretary 
Before the Subcommittee on Agriculture, Rural Development, 

Food and Drug Administration, and Related Agencies 

Chairman Aderholt, Ranking Member Farr, and members of the Subcommittee, my name 
is Catherine Woteki and I am the Chief Scientist and Under Secretary for Research, Education, 
and Economics (REE) at the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA). 1 am pleased to 
appear before you to discuss the President’s Fiscal Year (FY) 2015 budgets for the REE mission 
area agencies. 1 am accompanied by the leaders of our four agencies: Dr. Chavonda Jacobs- 
Young, Administrator of the Agricultural Research Service (ARS); Dr. Sonny Ramaswamy, 
Director of the National Institute of Food and Agriculture (NIFA); Dr. Mary Bohman, 
Administrator of the Economic Research Service (ERS); and Dr. Cynthia Clark, Administrator of 
the National Agricultural Statistics Service (NASS). Also joining us is Donald Bice, the 
Associate Director of the Office of Budget and Program Analysis. Each agency has submitted 
written testimony for the record, which provides highlights of their proposed budget. I would 
especially like to take note of Dr. Jacobs-Young, who was appointed Administrator of ARS last 
month. Prior to joining ARS in 20 1 2, she appeared before this committee as the Acting Director 
of NIFA and had previously served in the White House Office of Science and Technology 
Policy. I also note with regret that Dr. Clark has recently announced her retirement. Her 
service to NASS and USDA has been invaluable and I'm sure the committee joins me in washing 


her the best in retirement. 
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Implementing the Agricultural Act of 2014 

In addition to the preparation and presentation of the President’s FY 2015 budget 
proposal, every agency in USDA has been hard at work implementing the Agricultural Act of 
2014 (the Farm Bill). USDA has created a team, headed by Deputy Secretary Krysta Harden, to 
begin work on implementation of the law, and REE is part of that team. Our budget proposal 
includes additional reporting information for NIFA, ARS and ERS, which is required by section 
75 1 3 of the Act. Further, we have submitted to the Committee a report that details the research 
accomplishments of the Department in FY 2013 and includes a five year projection of REE’s 
research priorities, also required by section 7513. We look forward to having discussions with 
you and your staff in the future about how this annual report can best serve your needs. 

One of the largest tasks REE has in implementing the Farm Bill is the creation of an 
independent Foundation for Food and Agriculture Research. This new non-governmental entity 
will have the ability to leverage $200 million in public funds to attract matching contributions 
from the private and non-profit sectors. This funding infusion will provide a much needed boost 
to the ability of the Nation’s agricultural research apparatus, both public and private, to address 
the most critical questions and problems faced by producers. As stated explicitly in the law, this 
Foundation will supplement, not supplant or duplicate, ongoing research efforts within the 
Department or our University partners. 


The Foundation provides USDA with an effective tool for fostering public-private 
partnerships, part of an administration-wide focus to identify private-sector partners to leverage 
Federal funds and increase technology development efforts. Empirical evidence suggests that 
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public food and agriculture research complements, rather than competes with, private research. 
Public investments in science and technology create new opportunities for private research to 
result in new products and processes for economic growth. Without continued robust public 
investments in science, it is likely that private investments will also taper off in the future as 
fewer technology opportunities emerge for private commercial development. This could 
undermine U.S. global competitiveness in agriculture, especially as other countries strengthen 
their research investments. The U.S. is no longer the world leader in public funding of 
agricultural science. Since 2009, China’s spending on agricultural research has exceeded that of 
the United States. Brazil and India have also significantly increased their spending on 
agricultural research in recent years while the U.S. investment has lagged. Partly as a result, U.S. 
agricultural productivity is now growing more slowly than that of both China and Brazil. USDA 
research agencies continue to develop new strategies for partnering with private firms through 
their technology transfer policies. These policies are designed to facilitate technology transfer 
from public laboratories to private firms, decrease private costs of product development and 
commercialization, and stimulate more private investment in research and development. 

Priorities in the FY 2015 Budget Proposal 

In December of 2012. the President’s Council of Advisors on Science and Technology 
(PCAST), recommended the creation of six large, multidisciplinary Innovation Institutes 
(Institutes) focused on emerging challenges to agriculture, supported by public-private 
partnerships with an investment of $25 million for each Institute. In line with that 
recommendation, the budget will utilize $75 million to initiate this program and create three 
institutes focused on discrete areas of research. The Institutes W'ill be virtual organizations that 
include multiple partners from academia, the private sector, Federal labs, and others. These 
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public-private partnerships will take advantage of USDA's unique intramural laboratory assets, 
and provide financial leverage through funds administered by N1FA as a competitive program. 
The Institutes will bring together academia, research organizations, and businesses to conduct 
research that is eomplex and focused on the major challenges to agriculture in the 21st century. 

The first focus area for these institutes will be on Pollination and Pollinator Health 
(PPH). Honey bee colony collapse disorder (CCD) and other pollinator declines have led to 
rising concern among scientific and agricultural communities regarding the health of these insect 
populations, the risks posed to pollinator services and the implications for agriculture. The 
causes of the decline remain uncertain, and are likely multi-faceted through a combination of 
poor nutrition and loss of natural forage, parasites, stress from transportation, and pesticide 
exposures. Bees pollinate more than 90 crops and arc responsible for $15 billion in added crop 
value. Half the nation’s bees are needed to pollinate almonds alone, a $3 billion crop with 
increasing acreage. The PPH Innovation Institute will utilize input from stakeholders to develop 
priorities for addressing biological, environmental and management issues associated with the 
wide-scale decline of honey bees and other pollinators nationwide. 

The $25 million increase for pollinator health for this Institute is part of the President’s 
commitment to a government wide response to the large and ongoing declines in pollinator 
populations in the U.S. and world-wide. In total, USDA is proposing to commit $71 million to 
this initiative in FY 2015, of which $48 million will be in the REE Mission Area. 

A second Institute will focus on the building of a National Network for Manufacturing 
Innovation (NNM1), consisting of regional hubs that will accelerate development and adoption of 
cutting-edge manufacturing technologies, by focusing on bio-based product development and 
manufacturing. The Institute will also focus on supporting commercialization of products 
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developed from basic and applied research through partnerships with private industry. Projects 
selected for funding will achieve short-term economic benefits, while simultaneously building a 
strong foundation for future basic research. USDA will consult with other Federal partners 
including DOE to ensure the NNMI is designed to complement existing efforts. 

The Antimicrobial Resistance (AMR) Innovation Institute will address AMR through a 
systems approach from the farm to the consumer while engaging health-related practitioners. 

This approach will utilize public-private partnerships of multi-disciplinary teams of animal, 
agricultural, social and behavioral scientists. The one-dimensional intervention approach 
targeting the food consumed — specifically meat — is inadequate to achieve true mitigation of 
AMR. The environment, including soil, water, and wild and domesticated animals plays a 
significant role in the development and occurrence of AMR along the food chain. Through this 
Institute, NIFA will support the generation of evidence-based data to address known and 
emerging information gaps to mitigate AMR. 

Further demonstrating USDA’s commitment to a safe and secure food supply is our request 
for $2.5 million to establish a program to provide food safety training, and outreach to owners 
and operators of small farms, food processors, and fruit and vegetable vendors affected by the 
Food Safety Modernization Act (FSMA) of 201 1. The program will target small and medium- 
sized producers, as well as beginning and socially disadvantaged farmers, to focus on helping 
key target audiences understand and interpret new Federal food safety guidelines enacted under 
FSMA. This will enable producers to develop and implement those guidelines in their respective 
environments. This funding will facilitate a partnership with the Food and Drug Administration, 
who is charged with implementing FSMA, to jointly coordinate the program. 
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For NIFA, the President’s Budget requests $1.34 billion and continues its support for NIFA’s 
core programs, including $325 million for AFRI. AFRI is NIFA’s flagship competitive grants 
program for research, education, and extension and it provides funding for projects that address 
critical issues in U.S. agriculture in a variety of program areas. AFRI will support efforts to help 
fanners, ranchers, forest owners, and rural communities adapt to climate variation, reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions, and increase carbon sequestration. Additionally, it will continue to 
address childhood obesity prevention for children and adolescents in the populations of greatest 
risk, including those eligible for USDA nutrition education and food assistance programs. 
Elsewhere in NIFA, the budget proposes $2.5 million for a competitive FARM-Vets program 
that explores career opportunities and pathways, therapeutic interventions, resource conservation, 
and related studies for the veteran population in the food and agriculture sector. 

In its budget, ARS proposes $44 million for a new research on climate resilient land, crop, 
grazing, and livestock production systems. One of ARS’ key program goals is to better 
understand the effects of climate change and its impacts on crops; range lands; pasture systems; 
and pests, weeds, and plant and animal diseases. Within this proposed initiative, ARS will utilize 
and strengthen USDA’s Climate Regional Hubs, and develop adaptive technologies, practices, 
and strategies to mitigate the effects of climate change and minimize the detrimental effects on 
the Nation's soil, water, and air resources. Another ARS initiative directs $26 million to focus 
on crop and livestock genetic improvements and translational breeding for enhanced food 
production. Translational breeding is the adaptation of information derived from genome 
technologies for crop and livestock improvement. Under this initiative, ARS will advance this 
science and increase agricultural productivity and resiliency by developing genetic resources and 
tools, and advanced molecular techniques. 
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ERS continues to develop a variety of tools useful to both consumers and producers. The 
Food Access Research Atlas (FARA) is a mapping tool that presents a spatial overview of food 
access indicators for low-income and other census tracts using different measures of supermarket 
accessibility. Since its release, the FARA tool has been ERS’ most viewed data product. 

Another successful ERS tool is the annual Agricultural Resource Management Survey (ARMS), 
which is USDA's primary source of information on the financial condition, production practices, 
and resource use of America's farm businesses and the economic well-being of America's farm 
households. Sponsored jointly by ERS and the NASS, ARMS is the only national survey that 
provides observations of field-level farm practices and the economics of farm businesses. 

In February of this year NASS issued a preliminary release of 2012 Census of Agriculture 
data that contained high level estimates at the U.S. and State level. In May 2014 NASS intends 
to release the full Volume 1 series of data at the U.S., State and county level. Additionally, in 
FY 2015 NASS will restore several reports that were previously reduced or eliminated due to 
budget reductions in 2012. This includes the chemical use data series, allowing more frequent 
data on major row crops, and fruit and vegetable chemical use data on an alternating year basis. 
Also restored, is NASS’ annual Fruit and Vegetable program. In 2015, NASS will augment this 
report by providing the in-season forecasts for fruits and nuts, including the monthly crop 
production reports and annual production reports for cherry and cranberry. 

The President’s FY 2015 Budget Request includes a separate Opportunity, Growth, and 
Security Initiative (OGSI) of $56 billion that is designed to spur economic progress, promote 
opportunity, and strengthen national security through additional discretionary investments. REE 
is well represented in this package through a number of high priority programs totaling 
approximately $277 million in targeted investments. The Initiative includes more than $197 
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million for ARS, the bulk of which is dedicated to fully replace the Southeast Poultry Disease 
Research Laboratory in Athens, Georgia. In 2012, a review of ARS' capital infrastructure was 
completed and this laboratory was identified as the highest priority facility recommended for 
modernization. Construction of a new facility will enable USDA scientists to more adequately 
address emerging or exotic poultry diseases which threaten not only the Nation’s poultry 
industry but also the health of Americans. The OGSI also includes funds directed at climate 
change resilience, earth sciences, translational breeding and additional funding targeted at 
finding alternatives to antibiotics used in agricultural production. Finally, the OGSI provides 
$80 million to enhance NIFA’s base capacity and competitive programs, including $60 million 
for AFRI and $20 million for competitively awarded grants for Hatch and Evans- Allen. 

Mr. Chairman, as you can tell from my testimony and our 2015 budget initiatives, 
USDA-REE is focused on building on our foundation of a robust research infrastructure through 
a concerted effort to develop wide-reaching public-private partnerships. Adding the Foundation 
for Food and Agriculture and the Innovation Institutes to our intramural and competitive 
programs will engage the private sector and create a cohesive and comprehensive team of 
scientists engaged in the solving the world's toughest agricultural challenges. As we do this 
however, I feel it is important to address how these programs complement our ongoing work, 
rather than duplicate it. 

The NIFA Agriculture and Food Research Initiative (AFRI) pursues research, education, 
and extension activities that provide science based solutions to address major agricultural 
challenges of national, regional and multi-state importance. Many of these solutions, which are 
in agricultural producers, consumers, and the public’s best interest, would not justify major 
corporate investment or disparate private support may be too difficult to assemble efficiently. 



362 


However, the country is facing large emerging challenges which would justify major corporate 
investment and private support may be assembled more efficiently. The Innovation Institutes are 
designed to provide an overarching structure in the United States that supports sustained, 
interactive research between public and private scientists interested in specific agricultural 
challenges. The Foundation for Food and Agriculture Research will operate as an independent 
entity with its own governance structure. It will pursue fundraising from individuals, 
corporations, charitable foundations, and other sources. Funding and research will complement 
existing research conducted by the Agricultural Research Service, research funded by NIFA, and 
bridge gaps between public and private science. 

I believe the initiatives I have highlighted, as well as the high-priority budget increases 
the REE agencies have requested in their proposals, are critical to sustaining and enhancing the 
well-rounded research portfolio of the Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. Chairman, I look forward to working with you as we continue to support a world-class 
level of science at the Department of Agriculture to maintain and increase the strength of U.S. 
Agriculture. Thank you again for your time. My colleagues and I would be pleased to answer 
any questions you may have about the REE budget proposals. 



Dr. Cathie Woteki is Under Secretary for USDA's Research, Education, and Economics (REE) 
mission area, and the Department's Chief Scientist. 

Before joining USDA, Dr. Woteki served as Global Director of Scientific Affairs for Mars, 
Incorporated, where she managed the company's scientific policy and research on matters of health, 
nutrition, and food safety. From 2002-2005. she was Dean of Agriculture and Professor of Human 
Nutrition at Iowa State University. Dr. Woteki served as the first Under Secretary for Food Safety at 
the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) from 1997-2001 . where she oversaw U.S. Government 
food safety policy development and USDA's continuity of operations planning. Dr. Woteki also 
served as the Deputy Under Secretary for REE at USDA in 1996. 

Prior to going to USDA, Dr. Woteki served in the White House Office of Science and Technology 
Policy as Deputy Associate Director for Science from 1994-1996. Dr. Woteki has also held positions 
in the National Center for Health Statistics of the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services 
(1983-1990), the Human Nutrition information Service at USDA (1981-1983), and as Director of the 
Food and Nutrition Board of the Institute of Medicine at the National Academy of Sciences (1990- 
1 993). In 1 999, Dr. Woteki was elected to the Institute of Medicine of the National Academy of 
Sciences, where she has chaired the Food and Nutrition Board (2003-2005). She received her M.S. 
and Ph.D. in Human Nutrition from Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University (1974). Dr. 
Woteki received her B.S. in Biology and Chemistry from Mary Washington College (1 969). 
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AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE 

Statement of Dr. Chavonda Jacobs-Young, Administrator 
Before the Subcommittee on Agriculture, Rural Development, 

Food and Drug Administration, and Related Agencies 

Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee, I appreciate this opportunity to present 
the Fiscal Year (FY) 2015 Budget request for the Agricultural Research Service (ARS). 
The President’s FY 2015 Budget request for ARS is $1,104,403,000, a net decrease of 
$18,079,000 from the FY 2014 enacted budget. 

Under its Salaries and Expenses account, ARS’ FY 201 5 Budget requests increases of 
$73.9 million in new and expanded research program initiatives, $7.1 million for pay 
costs, and $4.7 million for decentralized General Services Administration (GSA) rental 
and Department of Homeland Security (DHS) security payments. The agency proposes 
offsetting these increases with $103.8 million in research program reductions and 
reallocations. Specific information about the components of ARS’ FY 2015 Budget are 
as follows: 

Proposed Research Program Initiatives (S 73.9 million) 

Climate Resilient Land. Crop. Grazing, and Livestock Production Systems — $44 million 
The current rate of agricultural productivity growth is lagging behind the world’s 
expanding needs. By 2050, global agricultural demand is projected to grow by 70 to 100 
percent due to population growth, energy demands, and higher incomes in developing 
countries. Meeting this demand for increased agricultural productivity will require 
development of production systems which are more resilient to the impacts of changing 
climates and improved stewardship of the Nation’s natural resources. Unless land use 
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practices are made more sustainable, the productive potential of our land, water, and 
genetic resources will continue to decline. 

Climate change will impact our agriculture and natural resources through higher 
temperatures, elevated carbon dioxide concentrations, changes in precipitation, and 
increases in weeds, pests, and diseases. Climate change will adversely impact all aspects 
of food security, from food production to availability. The challenge is to mitigate the 
effects of climate change and adapt to its unavoidable consequences. 

In its FY 2015 Budget, ARS proposes $44 million for a new research program initiative: 
Climate Resilient Land, Crop, Grazing, and Livestock Production Systems. One of ARS’ 
key program goals is to better understand the effects of climate change and its impacts on 
crops; range lands; pasture systems; and pests, weeds, and plant and animal diseases. 

Under the projected stresses of changing climate conditions, agricultural production must 
be enhanced on existing crop, pasture, and range lands. Research is needed to better 
integrate forage and food animal production systems, to provide improved production 
efficiencies and essential ecosystem services that ensure continued productivity and 
environmental sustainability. 

Within the proposed initiative, ARS will utilize and strengthen USDA’s Climate 
Regional Hubs, and develop adaptive technologies, practices, and strategies to mitigate 
the effects of climate change and minimize the detrimental effects on the Nation’s soil, 
water, and air resources. New knowledge on the exposure and sensitivities of 
agroeeosystems to climate change, management tools to compare production systems 
under various climate change scenarios, and technologies and strategies to enhance 
sustainability will be developed. Plant varieties and animal breeds will be introduced that 
arc less vulnerable to the negative impacts of climate change and extreme weather events. 
Integrated animal and crop production systems will be developed that are better adapted 
to heat and water stress, diseases, and parasites. 
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In carrying out this research, ARS will partner and collaborate with numerous Federal 
agencies, universities, and private industry while continuing to develop the tools and 
infrastructure needed to handle the “big data” revolution and accelerate the pace of 
scientific discovery. 

Advanced Crop and Livestock Genetic Improvements and Translational Breeding for 
Enhanced Food Production — $25.9 million 

Meeting the world’s growing needs through greater agricultural productivity will require 
significant crop and livestock genetic improvements. The need to produce more food, 
more efficiently is unquestioned. 

Genetics continues to play a major role in improving agricultural yields. For example, 
over the past 40 years, genetic improvements in dairy herds, through genetic selection, 
have contributed to increased milk yields. Flowever, genetic improvements in beef herds 
and fish stocks have been much less dramatic. Scientific breakthroughs in new genetic 
technologies hold the key to agricultural productivity growth. 

In its 2015 Budget, ARS proposes $25.9 million for its other major new research program 
initiative: Advanced Crop and Livestock Genetic Improvements and Translational 
Breeding for Enhanced Food Production. Establishment of a “Translational Breeding 
Initiative” has been strongly recommended by the President’s Council of Advisors on 
Science and Technology on Agricultural Preparedness, agricultural stakeholders, and 
others. Under this initiative, ARS will advance “translational breeding,” that is, the 
adaptation of information derived from genome technologies for crop and livestock 
improvement. The agency’s translational breeding research will increase agricultural 
productivity and resiliency by developing genetic resources and tools, and advanced 
molecular techniques. Specifically, ARS, with its governmental, university, and private 
sector partners/collaborators, will: 
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• Ensure that U.S. agricultural resources contribute to greater global food security 
through enhanced breeding methods and sustainable intensification of production. 

• Accelerate performance gains through development of new breeds, lines, and 
strains with better climate adaptation, drought tolerance, disease resistance, 
nutritional value, enhanced production efficiencies, and reduced environmental 
impacts. 

• Expand genotype and phenotype analysis of national germplasm collections and 
genetic stocks under diverse environments, and extend access to crop and animal 
breeders. 

• Develop high performance cyber information and bioinformatic tools that support 
the integration of “big data” for accelerated translational breeding, genetic 
resource analysis, and genetic traits analysis. 

Pollinator Health and Colony Collapse Disorder — $4 million 

Bee pollination is responsible for more than $15 billion in added crop value each year. 
Commercial production of many crops, such as almonds and other tree nuts, berries, 
fruits, and vegetables are dependent on pollination by honey bees. However, the 
economic viability of the bee pollination industry is currently threatened by Colony 
Collapse Disorder (CCD). 

CCD is the general term for the large scale deaths of honey bees in the United States and 
Europe. CCD was first reported in October 2006, when beekeepers began reporting 
significant unexpected losses. Annual losses from the winter of 2006 through 201 1 
averaged about 33 percent, with a third of those losses attributed to CCD. The causes of 
CCD remain uncertain, though likely involve a combination of poor nutrition and loss of 
natural forage, parasites, stress from transportation, and pesticide exposures. 

As part of a Government-wide initiative to the serious problem of pollinator losses, ARS’ 
FY 201 5 Budget requests an additional $4 million to continue its research on identifying 
‘'best management practices” (BMPs), and test the efficacy of various sets of BMPs to 
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determine practices that can prevent CCD and reduce colony mortality to acceptable 
levels. With the proposed funding, ARS will also continue its partnerships with the 
European Food Safety Agency and COLOSS (a 35-nation consortium to prevent colony 
losses) to evaluate the impact of the European moratorium on certain neonicotinoid 
pesticide uses. These activities will be undertaken in coordination with other USDA and 
Environmental Protection Agency partners. National Institute of Food and Agriculture’s 
planned Innovation Institute, and private sector partners. 

Proposed Pay Costs ($7.1 million) 

In its FY 2015 Budget, ARS is requesting $7,120,000 for employee pay costs. This 
represents a one percent annual increase which is critical for recruiting and retaining top 
level scientists and staff, conducting viable research programs, and carrying out ARS’ 
mission. 


Decentralized GSA Rental and DHS Security Payments ($4 . 7 million) 

The President’s FY 2015 Budget proposes the elimination of the central account that 
funds rental and security payments to the GSA and the DHS. Requests to fluid these 
costs are now proposed within individual agency budgets. As such, $4,670,000 is 
included in ARS’ budget request for GSA rental and DHS security costs. This change 
will improve oversight and identification of future savings within the agency’s rental 
portfolio. 

Proposed Research Program Reductions and Reallocations ($103.8 million) 

ARS’ FY 2015 Budget includes $103,769,000 in research program reductions and 
reallocations. More than two-thirds of the proposed decrease will be reallocated from 
ongoing research programs and redirected to finance and offset the research initiatives, 
pay costs, and GSA rental/DHS security payments proposed in the FY2015 Budget. In 
addition, to strengthen the agency’s program priorities, ARS is proposing to consolidate 
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in FY 2015 the resources from six of its laboratories with other existing agency 
laboratories and locations. 


OGS Initiative 

The President’s FY2015 Budget request includes a separate Opportunity, Growth, and 
Security (OGS) Initiative that will be offset with spending reductions and tax reforms. If 
enacted, the OGS Initiative would provide additional ARS funding for: replacement/ 
modernization of its Biocontainment Laboratory and Consolidated Poultry Research 
Facility in Athens, Georgia ($155,000,000); Integrated Research for Land, Crop, Grazing, 
and Livestock Production Systems ($1 1,000,000); Advanced Crop and Livestock Genetic 
Improvements and Translational Breeding for Enhanced Food Production ($1 1,100,000); 
Expansion of Research Capacity in Earth Sciences ($2,500,000); Food Safety 
Alternatives to Antibiotics ($2,620,000); and other research priorities ($15,000,000), for 
a total of $197,220,000. 


Closing 

Millions of people in the world are alive today because of agricultural advances that have 
boosted yields. Yet despite these advances, more than one billion people remain 
undernourished. Food security for them remains a major challenge. 

Much more research is needed if we are going to successfully address the enormous 
challenges of sustainably boosting food production in the face of changing climates and 
massive population growth in the developing world. Production growth is currently 
constrained by climate changes, and water, land, and resource availability. At the same 
time, agriculture needs to become more environmentally friendly to ensure its own 
sustainability. 

In its FY 2015 Budget, ARS proposes two new crosscutting, multidisciplinary research 
initiatives: Climate Resilient Land, Crop, Grazing, and Livestock Production Systems; 
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and Advanced Crop and Livestock Genetic Improvements and Translational Breeding for 
Enhanced Food Production. These initiatives address the challenges of increasing 
agricultural food production to meet global needs while addressing demands for greater 
sustainability. In carrying out these initiatives, ARS will forge extensive, new 
partnerships and networks with other governmental agencies, universities, and private 
industry. 

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my statement of ARS’ Budget recommendations for 
FY 2015. I will be happy to answer any questions that the Subcommittee may have. 



Chavonda Jacobs- Young 

ARS Administrator 


Dr. Chavonda Jacobs-Young recently served as ARS Associate Administrator for 
National Programs, where she led the Office of National Programs which manages 
the research objectives of the Agency. She also led the Office of International 
Research Programs which is responsible for ARS' liaison with its international 
partners. 

Prior to moving into her role at ARS, Dr. Chavonda Jacobs-Young served as the 
Director of the Office of the Chief Scientist in the U.S. Department of Agriculture, 
where she was responsible for facilitating the coordination of scientific leadership 
across the Department to ensure that research supported by, and scientific 
advice provided to, the Department and external stakeholders were held to the 
highest standards of intellectual rigor and scientific integrity. She also served as 
the Acting Director for USDA's National Institute of Food and Agriculture. 

Dr. Jacobs-Young was a senior policy analyst for agriculture in the White House 
Office of Science and Technology Policy where she supported the President's 
science adviser and others within the Executive Office of the President on a 
variety of agricultural scientific activities and worked across the Federal 
Government to improve interagency cooperation and collaboration on high- 
priority scientific issues. 

Dr. Jacobs-Young is a native of Georgia. She holds M.S. and Ph.D. degrees in 
Wood and Paper Science and a B.S. degree in Pulp and Paper Science and 
Technology from North Carolina State University. She also is a graduate of 
American University's Executive Leadership in Public Policy Implementation 
Program. 
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NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF FOOD AND AGRICULTURE 

Statement of Dr. Sonny Ramaswamy, Director 
Before the Subcommittee on Agriculture, Rural Development, 

Food and Drug Administration, and Related Agencies 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee, I appreciate the opportunity to present 
the President’s 2015 Budget for the National Institute of Food and Agriculture (NIFA), one of the 
four agencies in the Research, Education, and Economics (REE) mission area of the United 
States Department of Agriculture (USDA). 

NIFA works in partnership with the land-grant university system, other colleges and 
universities, and public and private research and education organizations to support exemplary 
research, education, and extension that address many national issues from agricultural 
production, nutrition, and food safety to energy independence and the sustainability of our natural 
resources. These partnerships result in a breadth of expertise that can quickly and efficiently 
deliver critical knowledge through innovative systems. 

NIFA Institutes 

NIFA is organized into four institutes that administer Research, Education, and Extension 
programs in the areas of: Food Production and Sustainability; Bioenergy, Climate, and 
Environment; Food Safety and Nutrition; and Youth, Family, and Community. NIFA Institutes, 
including the Center for International Programs, continue to fund outcome-driven programs, 
which address science priorities that will ensure the global preeminence of United States 
agriculture. The Institutes provide leadership and administer Federal assistance programs that 
bring together experts in various disciplines and functions to form multidisciplinary, outcome- 
based teams on projects that have a global presence in a wide array of agricultural and related 
disciplines. The programs also are reflective of Farm Bill priorities, and the investment in 
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research and development is providing transformative solutions to the Nation’s 
challenges, creating jobs, and promoting local economies. 

Proposal 

TheNIFA 2015 budget proposal for discretionary funding is $1.34 billion. In particular, 
NIFA’s budget includes increases for the Agriculture and Food Research Initiative and several 
new programs including: (1) public-private partnerships for innovation institutes; (2) veterans in 
the agricultural sector; and (3) food safety outreach activities. The NIFA 20 1 5 budget request 
maintains capacity funding and requests an increase for the Flispanic-Scrving Agricultural 
Colleges and Universities Endowment Fund. 

The 20 1 5 budget request aligns funding and performance objectives with USDA strategic 
goals and the REE Action Plan. NIFA defines distinct performance criteria, including strategic 
objectives and key outcomes, with identified annual targets. As part of an integrated budget and 
performance process, NIFA conducts periodic portfolio reviews by external experts. 

Agriculture and Food Research Initiative (AFRI) 

The President's 2015 budget proposes $325 million for AFRI. AFRI is NIFA’s flagship 
competitive grants program for research, education, and extension. The program provides 
funding for projects that address critical issues in U.S. agriculture in the following program 
areas: (1) food security; (2) water for agriculture; (3) climate variability and change; (4) 
sustainable bioenergy production; (5) food safety; (6) childhood obesity prevention; (7) 
foundational science; and (8) food, agriculture, natural resource, and human sciences education 
and literacy initiative. 

Food Security : In 20 1 5, programs will address pressing issues in food production that contribute 
to national and global food security while helping America promote sustainable agricultural 
production and biotechnology exports. Funding will support efforts to develop more sustainable, 
productive, and economically viable plant and animal productions systems. This investment will 
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strengthen food security, enhance production capacity and capabilities at all levels, and 
encourage diversification of agricultural systems. 

An AFRI Coordinated Agricultural Project (CAP) with the University of Maryland is 
empowering honey beekeepers to work closely with apiculturists to implement management 
tactics that help reverse losses of honeybees. By bridging the gap between research and practice, 
beekeepers report that the bee CAP has contributed to a seismic shift in the ability to maintain 
healthy colonies. As a result, the project is contributing to the sustainable production of crops 
that depend on honey bees for pollination, while helping to ensure access to an affordable and 
abundant food supply. 

Water for Agriculture : The development of new science and technologies focusing on 
widening the array of choices for conserving water and sustaining water quality at multiple scales 
is needed. This new science priority would evaluate how knowledge and technology, incentives, 
and policies help to promote appropriate decision-making. It will focus on solutions for water 
management in light of the extreme weather events and droughts, and it will link food, water, 
climate change, energy, and environmental issues. Funding will allow development of 
management practices, technologies, and tools for farmers, ranchers, forest owners and 
managers, public decision-makers, public and private managers, and citizens to improve water 
resource quantity and quality. 

Climate Variability and Change : AFRI will support efforts to help farmers, ranchers, forest 
owners, and rural communities adapt to climate variation, reduce greenhouse gas emissions, and 
increase carbon sequestration. Specifically, the program will fund research on the effects of 
climate on microbes, pathogens, arthropods, weeds, and other pests which provide process-level 
knowledge of the impact of climate on the environmental-microbial matrices and host-pest 
interactions in food, plants, animals, and aquatic and soil ecosystems. In addition, program 
results may be used by the Climate Flubs to educate fanners, ranchers, and forest landowners on 
practices to ameliorate and/or adapt to climate change variability. 
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A study at the University of Florida is working on adapting kernel metabolism to enhance 
maize yield under adverse climatic conditions. This will be done by using modified genes to 
mitigate the yield loss that occurs during growth at elevated temperatures. The expected 
outcome is to enhance the heat stability of maize endosperm thereby increasing yield. In another 
project, Oklahoma State University is developing selection tools for livestock producers that 
focus on traits influencing adaptation to climate change. The project includes reducing water 
intake or increasing efficiency of water utilization, increasing pest resistance, and enhancing heat 
stress tolerance. The goal is to develop and deliver tools for producers to select for animals that 
are adaptable to drought and climate change. 

Sustainable Bioenergy Production : AFRI sustainable bioenergy funding will focus on the 
societal challenge to secure America’s energy future with high relevance to the development of 
sustainable regional feedstock systems for the production of bioenergy and bio-based products. 
The program strives to reduce U.S. dependence on fossil fuels, meet the production goals for 
biofuels within the Energy Independence and Security Act, and ultimately help develop the bio- 
based economic enterprises in rural communities. This will be accomplished through the 
production of sustainable bioenergy in regional systems that materially deliver liquid 
transportation biofuels. 

AFRI is continuing its support of the Loblolly Pine Genome Project. With the goal of 
sequencing the genome of Loblolly Pine and other conifer genomes (Sugar Pine and Douglas-fir), 
the University of California developed a whole genome shotgun (WGS) strategy used to create 
the loblolly pine genome assembly. This successful WGS strategy is now underway for the 
Sugar Pine and Douglas-fir for supporting the growth of a biobased economy that generates 
biofuels and other non-traditional biobased products (e.g., pharmaceuticals, industrial chemicals, 
and lubricants) through agricultural production. 

Food Safety : NIFA is committed to advancing the safety of the U.S. food supply through efforts 
to minimize antibiotic resistance transmission through the food chain and reduce microbial food 
safety hazards of fresh and fresh-cut fruits and vegetables. NIF'A will fund work to advance 
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investigator-driven integrated research to solve complex food safety challenges in plant and 
animal food systems; amplify applied research to advance education and outreach activities to 
food safety audiences; expand and improve: mitigation strategies for reducing antimicrobial 
resistance, safety of fresh and fresh-cut fruits and vegetables, and processing technologies for 
enhancing food safety; and integrate nutrition and food safety efforts to create a healthier food 
supply. 


Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University is developing a hands-on food safety 
educational program delivered through Virginia and North Carolina County Extension Agents to 
farmers’ market managers and vendors. The program is designed to reduce risk and enhance 
positive food safety culture throughout farmers markets. Project outcomes include increasing the 
number of participants educated and trained in safe food handling and preparation and 
implementing risk reducing practices that enhance the safety of fanners’ markets and the local 
food system. 

Childhood Obesity Prevention : According to the National Health and Nutrition Examination 
Survey administered by the U.S. Center for Disease Control and Prevention, prevalence rates of 
overweight children and levels of obesity in adolescents have tripled over the past 30 years. To 
help improve nutrition and reduce obesity, the University of Southern California developed a 
smartphone application to help low income families and children access information about 
healthy foods. The program goal is to offer families a tool that is easy to understand and use and 
one that will provide specific nutrient information that matches available food options. 

In 2015, AFRI will continue to address childhood obesity prevention for children and 
adolescents ages 2-19 in the population of greatest risk, including populations eligible for USDA 
nutrition education and food assistance programs, the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance 
Program, and child nutrition programs. 

Foundational Science : NIFA has committed 40 percent of AFRI funding to foundational 
science. Funding will allow substantive research investments in AFRI’s Farm Bill priority areas. 
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Included under this program area is the Critical Agricultural Research and Extension (CARE) 
competition, which funds projects that address critical needs related to plant and animal 
production and protection, and the new Exploratory Research Grants Program, which supports 
innovative, “blue-sky” ideas that lead to quantum leaps in the areas of food security, climate 
change, environmental quality and natural resources, nutrition, obesity, food safety, strong 
families and vibrant communities, and thriving youth. 

Food. Agricultural. Natural Resource, and Human Sciences Education and Literacy 
Initiative : NIFA continues its investment to ensure development of a diverse workforce that 
contributes to the national food and agricultural system by supporting education and training 
programs for the workforce and scientists in the food, agriculture, natural resource, and human 
sciences. AFRI will support activities for pre-doctoral and post-doctoral education and research 
training through awards made to individuals pursuing careers in NIFA research priority areas. 

The research and extension experiential learning initiative for undergraduates will provide 
opportunities for underrepresented students, including those from minority serving institutions, 
community colleges, and other universities to obtain hands-on experience and training at land- 
grant and non-land-grant universities and USDA laboratories, thus preparing the graduates to join 
the agricultural workforce or pursue graduate studies in agricultural and related sciences. 

Public-Private Partnerships for Innovation Institutes 

In December 2012, the President’s Council of Advisors on Science and Technology 
(PCAST) proposed that a new innovation ecosystem for agriculture is needed to leverage the best 
from different parts of the broad U.S. science and technology enterprise and recommended 
creation of six large, multidisciplinary innovation institutes focused on emerging challenges to 
agriculture. In line with this recommendation, in 2015 NIFA proposes funding to establish three 
new Institutes, with an investment of $25 million for each Institute. Funds will support a 
competitive selection process that leverages public-private partnerships. The three Innovation 
Institutes will include: 1) Pollination and Pollinator Health for research on pollinator health to 
combat pollinator decline and Colony Collapse Disorder (as part of USDA’s commitment of over 
$70 million to this important government-wide initiative); 2) National Network for 
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Manufacturing Innovation to focus on biomanufacturing and bioproduct development; and 3) 
Antimicrobial Resistance to promote a systems approach from the farm and farm environment to 
the consumer in order to address antimicrobial resistance. 

Food and Agriculture Resiliency Program for Military Veterans (FARM-Vets) 

Understanding why and how best to engage veterans in the agricultural sector is congruent 
with the critical need to identify the next generation of farmers, producers, and entrepreneurs as an 
aging farm population and workforce transitions to retirement, especially in rural areas where labor 
shortages are acute. The proposed FARM-Vets program promotes competition that explores career 
opportunities and pathways, therapeutic interventions, resource conservation, and related studies for 
the veteran population in the food and agriculture sector. Funds totaling $2.5 million will be used 
for projects to inform the establishment and scalability of programming that helps veterans develop 
fanning and ranching skills, business plans, and agriculture systems management. 

Food Safety Outreach Program 

NIFA, in close collaboration with the Food and Drug Administration, will establish a 
food safety outreach program to provide food safety training, education, extension, outreach, and 
technical assistance to owners and operators of small farms, small food processors, and small 
fruit and vegetable vendors affected by the Food Safety Modernization Act (FSMA) of 201 1. 

The program will facilitate the integration of food safety standards and guidance in a variety of 
agricultural production systems encompassing conventional, sustainable, organic, conservation, 
and environmental practices. The budget requests $2.5 million for the program. 

Capacity Programs 

NIFA recognizes the importance and the significant impact capacity funding has on our 
State partners and on the research, education, and extension activities they perform in support of 
our Nation’s globally preeminent food and agricultural enterprise. Therefore, during these 
challenging times for limited financial resources, we request that funds for capacity programs be 
maintained at the 2014 funding level. NIFA requests a total of $746 million for Hateh Act, 
Mclntire-Stennis Cooperative Forestry, Evans-Alien Program, Smith-Lever Formula 3(b) and (c), 
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Extension Services at 1890 Institutions, Smith-Lever 3(d) Expanded Food and Nutrition 
Education Program, and Renewable Resources Extension Act. This level of funding will help 
maintain current research and extension efforts in production agriculture by our state and 
university partners. 

Hispanic-Serving Agricultural Colleges and Universities Endowment Fund 

The Hispanic/Latino community is the fastest growing sector of the American population. 
For 2015, the NIFA budget requests $10 million to establish an endowment fund for the 
Hispanic-Serving Agricultural Colleges and Universities (HSACU). This investment is needed 
to assist FISACUs compete effectively for NIFA competitive grants. Funds from this endowment 
will help in the development of a skilled and marketable Hispanic student population from the 
HSACUs for employment in the food and agriculture sector, which in recent years has seen 
unprecedented growth and is unable to meet the demand for a qualified workforce. Additionally, 
as Hispanics have historically been underrepresented in such professions as science, technology, 
engineering, and mathematics, the Nation could face serious shortages in many critical 
professions, including the agricultural sciences. Increasing investment in HSACUs will help 
close this educational gap while addressing our Nation’s need for a qualified workforce. 

Consolidation of Science, Technology, Engineering and Mathematics (STEM) Programs 

The Budget includes a proposal to consolidate Science, Technology, Engineering and 
Mathematics (STEM) programs as part of a government-wide initiative. Affected NIFA 
programs include the Research and Education Activities - Institution Challenge Grants, 
Multicultural Scholars Grants, and Graduate Fellowship Grants; and Secondary/2-year Post 
Secondary Education Program. Also consolidated is funding for Extension Activities - Women 
and Minorities in STEM Fields and Agriculture in the Classroom. 

Other Programs 

The 2015 Budget continues many programs at the 2014 funding level. We will continue 
support for Sustainable Agriculture Research and Education Program; Minor Crop Pest 
Management, IR-4; Crop Protection/Pest Management; and Food and Agriculture Defense 
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Initiative. Funding also is maintained for 1 890 and 1 994 land-grant universities and Hispanic- 
Serving Institutions. NIFA will continue funding for most of the other research, education, and 
extension programs. 


Management Initiatives 

The proposal includes $9.8 million (an increase of $2 million) in Federal administration 
costs to support continued modernization of our grant application systems and processes. Such 
improvements are desperately needed and will improve transparency and reporting with a system 
that is completely paperless and links the functionality of all business processes associated with 
NIFA’s mission as a Federal funding agency for research, education, and extension. In addition, 
as part of a USDA proposal to decentralize funding, funds are requested within the agency 
budget to support rental payments to the General Services Administration for facility space and 
to the Department of Homeland Security for security costs. 

Opportunity, Growth, and Security Initiative 

Recognizing the importance of the two-year budget agreement Congress reached in 
December, the President’s Budget adheres to the Bipartisan Budget Act of 2013 discretionary 
funding levels for 2015. Within a separate Opportunity, Growth, and Security Initiative (OGSI), 
additional funds above the Budget level are allocated to support AFRI, Hatch Act, and Evans- 
Allen. Under the OGSI, AFRI will focus on climate resilient agricultural production systems: 
climate change adaptation and mitigation, water resources and drought mitigation, and food 
security and sustainability. A new competitive portion of the Hatch Act capacity grant and the 
Evans-Alien capacity grant will fund competitive research that are multi-state collaborations to 
support national and regional challenges pertaining to food security, water and climate change, 
nutrition, and obesity. The OGSI provides $80 million to enhance NIFA’s capacity and 
competitive programs, including $60 million for AFRI and $20 million for competitively 
awarded grants for Hatch and Evans- Allen. 
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Conclusion 

NIFA acknowledges and appreciates Congress passing and the President signing the 
Agricultural Act of 2014 (2014 Farm Bill). Along with other USDA agencies, NIFA is diligently 
working to implement the 2014 Farm Bill. NIFA will continue to organize and manage programs 
to maximize our research, education, and extension investments in America’s agricultural future. 
With this 2015 budget proposal, NIFA will persevere in leading the food and agricultural 
sciences to create a better future for the Nation and the world. 

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my statement. I will be glad to answer any questions the 
Subcommittee may have. 
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Sonny Ramaswamy served as professor of insect physiology at Mississippi 
State University for 1 5 years. He served as head of the Department of 
Entomology at Kansas State University from 1 997 to 2005 and as University 
Distinguished Professor. In 2002, Sonny was named KSU Presidential 
Outstanding Department Head, During his time as head, the department saw 
unprecedented growth in extramural research support and graduate student 
enrollments. Sonny’s proudest legacy at KSU is creating a top ranking 
department, hiring outstanding faculty, and envisioning and creating the KSU 
Insect Zoo, which is thriving today and receives thousands of visitors each year. He was active in 
the community and university theater, Habitat for Humanity, and enjoyed riding his Harley- 
Davidson motorcycle, including a motorcycling trip in the Himalayas with his son-in-law, 
Andrew Park. 

Sonny directed Purdue's agricultural research programs from 2006 to 2009, and facilitated multi- 
and trans-disciplinary research and education projects on bioenergy, climate change, water, 
agroecology, and food security and production agriculture — his proudest achievement was to 
help faculty, staff, and students work across disciplines to address societal challenges, and the 
concomitant success on several multi-million dollar grants. 

In 2009, Sonny moved to Oregon State University to serve as the dean of the College of 
Agricultural Sciences and director of the Oregon Agricultural Experiment Station. At OSU, 
Sonny facilitated unprecedented success in extramural research support and donations to the 
College, and was able to work with stakeholders to mitigate the severity of state budget cuts. 
Sonny also facilitated the development of the College’s strategic direction and restructuring. 
Capitalizing on the College’s strength in enology and viticulture, brewing, and cheese making, 
he crafted a vision to create a Center for Innovations in Fermentation aka iFerm, with its first 
product being the Beaver Classic Comte-style artisan cheese. 

On May 7, 2012, President Barack Obama appointed Sonny to serve as director of the United 
States Department of Agriculture’s National Institute of Food and Agriculture (NIFA). As part of 
USDA’s Research, Education, and Extension mission. Sonny oversees a NIFA portfolio of well 
over $1 billion in funding for a wide range of extramural research, education, and extension 
projects that address issues related to food security, nutrition and childhood obesity, food safety, 
climate change, water, bioenergy, human sciences, and youth, family, and communities. 

As a faculty member. Sonny’s research was funded with grants from federal agencies, including 
USD A, NSF, NIH, EPA, and USAID, and from state agencies, commodity groups, and 
industry. He has published over 150 journal articles, book chapters, and a book, and has a 
patent. He has received a number of awards and honors, including being named Fellow of the 
American Association for the Advancement of Science, Fellow of the Entomological Society of 
America, and Distinguished Graduate Alumnus of Rutgers University. 

Sonny received a Bachelor of Science in agriculture and a Master of Science in entomology from 
the University of Agricultural Sciences, Bangalore, India, and his doctorate in entomology from 
Rutgers University. He is also a graduate of the University of Nebraska’s New Academic Chair’s 
Program and Harvard University’s Management Development Program. 
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ECONOMIC RESEARCH SERVICE 

Statement of Dr. Mary Bohman, Administrator 
Before the Subcommittee on Agriculture, Rural Development, 

Food and Drug Administration, and Related Agencies 

Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee, I appreciate this opportunity to present the 
2015 President’s Budget request for the Economic Research Service (ERS). 

The mission of ERS is to inform and enhance public and private decision making on a broad 
range of economic and policy issues related to agriculture, food, the environment, and rural 
development. ERS is a trusted, go-to resource for objective information, data, and unique 
economic and social science analysis on these topics. The ERS program anticipates the needs of 
decision makers by applying economic and social science research to address important 
emerging issues of the day. Our research touches the obesity epidemic, child nutrition, drought 
adaptation, trade talks, changing farm structure, climate change, and rural population loss. 

The key decision makers served by ERS’s research program and products are those who routinely 
make or influence public policy and program decisions. ERS shapes its program to serve the 
needs of this clientele, which includes White House and USDA policy officials and program 
administrators/managers; the U.S. Congress; other Federal agencies and State and local 
government officials; and domestic and international agricultural, environmental, consumer, and 
other public organizations, including farm and industry groups interested in public policy issues. 

The President’s FY 2015 budget request for ERS’s research programs of $83,446,000 represents 
a net increase of $5,388,000 from the agency’s FY 2014 enacted appropriation. The budget 
request funds ERS’s core programs and expands by $1,000,000 an FY 2014 program 
enhancement. Research Innovations for Improving Policy Effectiveness, which is related to key 
Administration priorities. The budget request includes $7,727,000 for decentralized GSA and 
security payments. Formerly these costs had been funded centrally. Our proposed budget 
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supports agricultural research investments that are critical to long-term economic growth and job 
creation. 

Funding is requested to continue ERS’s highest priority core programs. These include research, 
data, and market outlook on the following: How investments in rural people, businesses, and 
communities affect the capacity of rural economies to prosper in a changing global marketplace; 
economic issues related to developing natural resource policies and programs that respond to the 
need to protect the environment and the challenges of climate change while enhancing 
agricultural competitiveness; production agriculture, domestic and international markets, trade, 
and Federal farm policies, to understand the U.S. food and agriculture sector’s performance in 
the context of increasingly globalized markets; the Nation’s food and nutrition assistance 
programs, to study the relationships among factors that influence food choices and health 
outcomes, including obesity; and to enhance methodologies for valuing societal benefits 
associated with reducing food safety risks. 

ERS develops its research program in coordination with other REE and USDA research 
agencies. Our activities support the goals and objectives of the REE Action Plan by providing an 
economic perspective to USDA science research that addresses key priority issues, such as 
pollinators and bee health, antimicrobial resistance, and human nutrition. Looking forward, ERS 
will collaborate with partners on these and other issues through the new, multidisciplinary 
innovation institutes mentioned by Dr. Woteki. 

Investment in effective delivery of our work products is a high priority. We continue to improve 
how our customers can access our information. For example, our new web publication Charting 
the Essentials tells the story of the American agricultural and rural economies, food spending 
and prices, and the interaction of agriculture and natural resources through charts and key 
indicators. As part of USDA’s Open Data Initiative, ERS recently launched new services that 
enable developers, bloggers, and other digital professionals to access the agency’s web content to 
build applications and provide ERS content on their sites. 

ERS research that informs programs and policies eventually touches the individual citizens who 
breathe the air, drink the water, live and work in rural towns, and plan their diets and food 
budgets. Our research, moreover, touches those who depend on school lunches, on SNAP, and 
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on Federal and State rural development programs. It benefits farm and rural businesses from 
small to large, as they are affected by policies and programs. 

Addressing the Needs of Decision Makers 

The agency’s research program both anticipates and responds to decision makers’ information 
needs through direct analyses and the development of analytic methods and supporting data. 
During FY 2013, ERS conducted a comprehensive review of its data and dissemination methods 
to develop a forward-looking vision that provides high-quality, objective, timely, and useful 
statistics, indicators, and research data. In FY 201 3, ERS launched a review of its Market 
Outlook Program to obtain an objective assessment of the demand for market outlook analysis 
across stakeholder groups and identify program options to best meet these demands. In FY 
2014, ERS will launch a 5-year cycle of program reviews to ensure the quality and effectiveness 
of its programs, starting with a review of the economics of diet, nutrition, and health. 

ERS conducts research on specific topics at the request of Congress and USDA policy officials 
to assess the socio-economic consequences of public policies, regulations, and programs. These 
studies build on the agency’s analytic methods, data resources, and highly skilled staff. Recent 
examples include analyses of child nutrition programs and immigration. Looking forward, in 
response to Congressional requests ERS will deliver research on the economics of pollinators 
and local foods. 

School lunches have had to meet new nutrition standards under the Healthy Hunger-Free Kids 
Act of 2010 since fall 2012. ERS has provided research to support the Food and Nutrition 
Service rule-making process and to understand the potential implications. ERS examined 
whether students who attended schools serving more fruits and vegetables, in amounts that 
would meet the new standards, actually ate more of them than students in schools that did not. 
Another study examined U.S. students’ selections of competitive foods, their contribution to 
school foodservice revenues, and how stricter nutrition standards would change that contribution. 
ERS-supported behavioral economics research on USDA school meal programs found that 
creating a “healthy express” school lunch line raised sales of healthy items and lowered sales of 
unhealthy foods. 
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In 2013, immigration reform was a policy issue for Congress, the Administration, and USDA. 
ERS tracks demographic and economic trends for hired farm workers, and the importance of 
international migration to the size and composition of the U.S. farm labor population. In 
collaboration with the Office of the Chief Economist, ERS continued to update a model of the 
U.S. economy used to evaluate how changes in the supply of foreign-bom labor might affect 
agricultural output and exports, wages, employment, and national income, and to implement 
simulation of specific policy proposals. Findings from published research and analysis were used 
in briefings to support decision making on immigration policy and in a Federal Government 
report on the benefits of international migration for agriculture and rural communities. 

While ERS’s research program addresses specific policy requests, it also anticipates the needs of 
decision makers and conducts research that is then available to respond to the issues of the day. 
The examples that follow document how customers and stakeholders in USDA, Congress, related 
government agencies, and the public use ERS information to make decisions. 

Improving the Effectiveness of Outreach on the SNAP Program 
In 2013, ERS published a study linking Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) 
data from Texas with socioeconomic data from the American Community Survey to estimate 
SNAP access rates for demographic subgroups at both the State and county level. The findings 
help the Food and Nutrition Sendee better target outreach. This research employed an innovative 
methodology to link administrative data from SNAP with other socioeconomic datasets; this 
project represents the kind of initiative that will be expanded using funds from the FY 2014 
budget initiative that we propose expanding in FY 2015. 

Monitoring Farm Sector Financial Health 

ERS plays a leading role in monitoring the financial health of the farm sector, including the 
performance of farm businesses and the well-being of farm households. These core statistical 
indicators provide guidance to policymakers, lenders, commodity organizations, farmers, and 
others interested in the financial status of the farm economy. ERS’s farm income statistics also 
inform the computation by the Bureau of Economic Analysis in the Department of Commerce of 
agriculture’s contribution to the gross domestic product for the U.S. economy. 
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Agricultural Structure and the Changing Face of Farming 
U.S crop production has been shifting to larger farms for most crops during the past three 
decades. ERS research shows that, despite this shift, family farms continue to dominate U.S. 
crop production, accounting for 87 percent of the total value in 20 1 1 . Technology has helped 
drive cropland consolidation and will play a continuing role in the future structure of farming. 

As U.S. agriculture evolves, who will farm in the future? ERS research finds that beginning 
fanners and ranchers have declined as a share of all farmers and that their average age has risen. 
They tend to operate smaller farms and are more likely to work off the farm than established 
operators. Beginning farmers often report that their biggest challenge in getting started in 
farming is to access enough capital and farmland to operate at a profitable size. This research 
informs the types of programs that could increase the probability of success by beginning 
operators. 

China’s Role in U.S. Agricultural Exports 

China continues to be an important market for U.S. agricultural products. ERS research has 
identified China as the most prominent example of a developing country that has transitioned 
from taxing to supporting agriculture and examined how World Trade Organization commitments 
shaped China’s agricultural policies over the last decade. Research findings suggest that China’s 
agricultural subsidies and price supports may actually improve prospects for U.S. agricultural 
exports by raising the costs and prices of Chinese commodities above international levels. The 
emergence of agricultural support in developing countries like China poses a challenge to efforts 
to reduce global distortions in agriculture. 

Diet Quality 

Research has shown that SNAP effectively reduces food insecurity, but questions remain about 
the extent to which program participation affects the diet quality of adults. A new ERS research 
report finds mixed evidence as to whether SNAP participation is beneficial or adverse regarding 
diet quality: the study found that SNAP increases the likelihood that participants will consume 
whole fruit but also induces participants to decrease their intake of dark green/orange vegetables 
by a modest amount. 

The size and severity of the Great Recession provided an opportunity to examine how relatively 
large changes in employment and income affect food purchase decisions and, in turn, diet 
quality. ERS research found that in response to the 2007-9 recessions, U.S. households cut 
spending on a number of consumables, including meals and snacks away from home. Working- 
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age adults ate less food prepared away from home, cut caloric intake, and improved their diet 
quality. However, improved diet quality is not attributed only to a decrease in eating out; greater 
focus on nutrition and perhaps improved nutritional quality of available foods also contributed. 

Food Security and Disability 

Recent ERS research analyzed the prevalence of food insecurity by individuals with a range of 
types of disabilities. Food insecurity was most prevalent among households with an adult who 
was not in the labor force due to a disability, followed by households with a working-age adult 
with other reported disabilities. Flouseholds with no working-age adult with a disability had a 
much lower prevalence of food insecurity. Close to two in five households with very low food 
security included an adult with a disability. The study findings demonstrate the importance of 
disabilities as a determinant of food insecurity. 

Rural Veterans 

Nearly 4 million veterans reside in rural America, over 1 0 percent of the rural adult population, 
according to a recent ERS report. The rural veteran population is older on average than the rural 
adult population as a whole, and the share of women and racial/ethnic minorities among the 
veteran population is increasing. Although some rural veterans face employment obstacles due 
to health issues, they tend to have more education and higher incomes than their nonveteran 
peers and are more likely to work in higher skill industries such as professional and business 
services, transportation and utilities, and manufacturing. ERS analysis and data support USDA’s 
outreach efforts to rural veterans and in particular, to those new farmers and ranchers who are 
veterans and returning veterans. ERS’ research provides policy makers and the farm community 
with information on the financial performance and farm structure of beginning farms, relative to 
established farms. Our research also identifies the challenges faced by beginning farmers and 
beginning veteran farmers in today’s agricultural economy. 
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Conservation and Drought 

Programs like the Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) and the Environmental Quality 
Incentives Program play a role in drought preparedness and climate adaptation even if they do 
not directly target such activities. ERS research finds that a significant reason fanners 
participate in USDA conservation programs is to help mitigate risks from drought. If climate 
change increases drought risk, demand from farmers to participate in the programs may increase. 

Examples of Research Proposed for Funding in FY 2015 

ERS received funding for its FY 2014 initiative. Research Innovations for Improving Policy 
Effectiveness, which will strengthen its ability to conduct 21st-century research that supports 
improving USDA policy effectiveness. The initiative adopts two innovative strategies — the use 
of behavioral economics and the statistical use of administrative data that are collected for 
programmatic or regulatory purposes — to address critical information gaps that hinder policy 
effectiveness. In FY 2015, ERS proposes to expand internal expertise, support collaboration with 
USDA program agencies, and form partnerships with extramural researchers to: (1) fund 
experiments that incorporate concepts from behavioral economics, identifying high (and low) 
performing options without the costs associated with new program implementation; and (2) create 
and evaluate unique merged administrative data systems by linking multiple sources, assessing 
statistical properties, and analyzing the merged data for policy-relevant research. Results of the 
initiative will provide science-based evidence that informs decision making by policymakers and 
program managers in Congress, USDA, and across Federal and State governments. 

ERS intends to look beyond the immediate horizon to conduct anticipatory research, the findings 
of which will be available when a topic “heats up.” This research supports the REE Action Plan 
and is often planned in concert with USDA research partners, such as for pollinators through the 
USDA Floney Bee Plealth/Colony Collapse Disorder Steering Committee and anti-microbial 
resistance. Other ERS priorities for research that will deliver findings in 201 5 and beyond include 
drivers of job creation in rural America, issues arising from debate and deliberation on the 2014 
Farm Bill, and the impact of globalization on U.S. agriculture. 

Research on the Economics of Pollination : Pollinators are critical for a sustainable ecosystem and 
the pollination of crops across the country. ERS participates in USDA’s Pollinator Working 
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Group and provides research and analysis on the economics of pollination and alternative 
approaches to protect and improve pollinator health. Topics under investigation include the role of 
land under the CRP and the economics of alternative management systems. 

Antibiotics Use in Livestock Agriculture : There is growing concern that widespread use of 
antibiotics has led to the emergence of organisms that are resistant to most or all antibiotics, thus 
posing a significant human health risk. As a result, pressure is growing to reduce the use of 
antibiotics in livestock agriculture for purposes of disease prevention and growth promotion. The 
Food and Drug Administration (FDA) has announced a new guidance intended to phase out uses 
for growth promotion, and food retailers are separately imposing their own limits. Drawing on 
data from USDA’s Agricultural Resource Management Survey (ARMS), ERS will assess how 
restrictions on antibiotics use will affect producers and markets. 

National Flousehold Food Acquisition and Purchase Survey IFoodAPS) : FoodAPS is a national 
survey of household food purchases and acquisitions that provides data about household food 
choices that are not available from any other current government survey. Information was 
collected about foods purchased for consumption at home and away from home as well as foods 
acquired through food and nutrition assistance programs (both public and private). The data will 
be made available for researchers beginning in 2014, and reports of Americans’ eating habits 
will be published by late 2014. In FY 2015, ERS plans to hold a conference highlighting 
findings from its own and academic research using the data. Researchers will continue to use 
FoodAPS to probe the relationship between food choices and nutritional quality. 

Innovation in Rural Businesses : Innovation is regarded as the key to economic prosperity. 
Conventional wisdom is skeptical of the innovative capacity of rural areas. Analysis of the Rural 
Establishment Innovation Survey data that will be collected in 2014 will provide the first robust 
estimates of substantive innovation in rural and urban tradable sectors. Analysis of establishment 
and community characteristics associated with substantive innovation such as human capital and 
the availability of broadband will inform programs and policies for creating jobs, developing new 
markets, and increasing competitiveness for rural businesses and communities. 

Impacts of “Shallow Loss” Support Payments on the Demand for Federal Crop Insurance : ERS 
will examine how the availability of shallow loss supports in the 2014 Farm Bill may affect 
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producer demand for Federal crop insurance. The new Revenue Loss Coverage and Supplemental 
Coverage Option programs may affect both the number of acres insured and insurance coverage 
rates. Research will assess the potential for overlap in coverage between the new programs and 
crop insurance programs. 

Agricultural Productivity Growth in the United States and Abroad: Comparison of Metrics and 
Drivers : Continued productivity growth is essential to avoid substantial price increases and 
environmental stresses in the face of increasing global demand for agricultural commodities. ERS 
produces annual estimates of agricultural productivity for the U.S. and works with allied groups to 
produce consistent international measures for a panel of countries. In FY 2015, ERS will provide 
estimates of productivity growth across countries, evaluate performance relative to the U.S., and 
investigate the sources of differences across countries. 

Agricultural Trade and Trade Partnerships : ERS will examine how a Trans-Pacific Partnership 
(TPP) agreement could affect both U.S. and third-country beef exports to Japan. Japan is one of 
the largest meat importing countries in the world and a major market for U.S. exports. Japan 
currently imposes relatively high tariffs on beef to protect domestic producers, and officials have 
identified this sector as one of the five most sensitive sectors in the ongoing TPP negotiations. 

ERS will also examine the potential benefits from reducing domestic and trade policy distortions 
under the Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership between the U.S. and the European 
Union. 

Policy Options for Increasing the Provision of Ecosystem Services from Agriculture : ERS has a 
broad program of research on the design and implications of markets for ecosystem services, 
such as greenhouse gasses and water quality. Research will examine the economic and 
environmental implications of alternative approaches to designing environmental markets. 
Specific projects will focus on the potential role of auctions, bidding, and other forms of 
economic and informational incentives in increasing environmental benefits obtained through 
conservation programs. A second set of projects will focus on behavioral interventions to 
increase farmer enrollment offers in conservation programs. 

Findings from USDA Economic Surveys of Certified Organic Field Crop Producers : ERS will 
examine the structure and profitability of organic grain production using national producer 
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surveys, each including a targeted sample of organic growers. Despite numerous experimental 
field trials, little information is available about the relative costs and returns of organic grain 
(com, wheat, soybeans) production. This research will identify similarities and differences in the 
characteristics and production costs of commercial organic and conventional field crop producers 
and shed light on whether certified organic production offers alternatives to generate higher 
returns for commodity producers with a limited resource base, who might otherwise exit. 

How Much Do Americans Pay for Fruits and Vegetables? ERS maintains the Fruit and 
Vegetable Prices database. In FY 2015, average prices per pound or pint for over 150 products 
as purchased at retail stores will be estimated using 2012 scanner data to update the previous 
2008 estimates along with the costs for a cup-equivalent of each of these same fruits and 
vegetables as consumed. These new estimates will inform the committee currently planning the 
update of the Dietary Guidelines for Americans for 2015. 

Effects of Expanded Categorical Eligibility, Income Volatility, and Other Policy Changes o n 
SNAP Access : In the 2000s, many States expanded the definition of SNAP eligibility to include 
individuals who qualified for noncash assistance from Temporary Assistance for Needy Families 
or related programs. These policies raised the gross income limit and removed the asset limits in 
many States. Some ascribe the large rise in SNAP caseloads since 2008 to these policies, while 
others find that changes in unemployment explain most of the increase. This research will use 
SNAP administrative data from States and link it to a longitudinal household survey that includes 
a fuller set of variables to estimate eligibility than previous data applied to answer this question. 

Food Safety Modernization Act (FSMA) and the Fresh Produce Industry : FSMA is the most 
extensive food safety legislation since the 1950s for FDA-regulated food. It includes onfarm 
regulation of produce production, extends Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Points 
(HACCP)-like requirements to food and animal feed facilities, and addresses import safety 
through a combination of third-party certification and government audits. ERS will examine the 
effects of FSMA across the fresh produce supply chain, including the guidance issued by FDA as 
it relates to the development of a risk-based food safety system. 

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my statement of ERS’s budget request for FY 2015. I will be 
happy to answer any questions that the Subcommittee may have. 
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Biography: ERS Administrator Mary Bohman, 



Dr. Mary Bohman is Administrator of the Economic Research Service. From 2005 to 20 i 1, she 
served as Director of the Agency's Resource and Rural Economics Division. She joined ERS in 
1997 and has served as Deputy Director for Research in ERS's Market and Trade Economics 
Division (MTED) and as Chief of MTED's Europe, Africa, and Middle East Branch. Other 
public-sector positions held include details to the White House Office of Science and Technology 
Policy and to USDA's Under Secretary for Farm and Foreign Agricultural Services. From 1 990 to 
1 997 she was on the Agricultural Sciences faculty at the University of British Columbia. 

Dr. Bohman received her Ph.D. from the Department of Agricultural Economics, University of 
California, Davis and her B.S. from the School of Foreign Service, Georgetown University. 

Dr. Bohman is a member of the Agriculture and Applied Economics Association, Association of 
Environmental and Resource Economists, Global Steering Committee for the UN Global 
Strategy to Improve Agricultural and Rural Statistics, and the International Association of 
Agricultural Economists. 
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NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL STATISTICS SERVICE 

Statement of Dr. Cynthia Clark, Administrator 
Before the Subcommittee on Agriculture, Rural Development, 
Food and Drug Administration, and Related Agencies 


Chairman Aderholt, Ranking Member Farr, and members of the Subcommittee, I 
appreciate the opportunity to present the President’s 2015 Budget request for the National 
Agricultural Statistics Service (NASS) 2015 budget request. NASS administers the U.S. 
Agricultural Estimates program, which began at the United States Department of Agriculture 
(USDA) in 1 863. Since 1997 NASS has conducted the quinquennial U.S. Census of 
Agriculture, first collected by the Department of Commerce in 1 840. Both the agricultural 
estimates and the census program align with the basic mission of NASS to provide timely, 
accurate, and useful statistics in service to U.S. agriculture. 

Major Activities 

Annual Surveys and the Census of Agriculture. The primary activity of NASS is to 
provide reliable data to meet the decision-making needs of the agricultural industry. The 
agency fulfills its mission through an annual agricultural estimates program and the 
quinquennial census of agriculture. Farmers, ranchers, and agribusinesses voluntarily respond 
to a series of nationwide surveys about crops, livestock, prices, chemical use, and other 
agricultural activities each year. Surveys are conducted during the growing season to measure 
the impact of weather, pests, and other factors on crop production. In many cases, NASS 
supplements farmer surveys with field observations and measurements of plant counts. NASS 
also uses administrative data from other USDA, Federal and State agencies; data on imports 
and exports; and other survey data to ensure official estimates accurately represent agricultural 
inventories. NASS prepares estimates for over 120 crops and 45 livestock items that are 
published annually in more than 400 separate reports. 



395 


International Programs. NASS provides technical assistance and training to improve 
agricultural survey programs in other countries in cooperation with other government agencies 
on a cost-reimbursable basis. The NASS international program focuses on developing and 
emerging-market countries in Asia, Africa, Central and South America, and Eastern Europe. 
NASS assists countries in applying modem statistical methodology, including sample survey 
techniques. Accurate information about other countries is essential for successfully marketing 
U.S. farm products throughout the world. NASS has been an important contributor to the U.N. 
Global Strategy for Agricultural and Rural Statistics, and to the U.S. Feed the Future Program, 
contributing to better statistics for USDA global estimates of food supply. 

Stakeholder Input. NASS annually seeks input from the public on determining 
priorities and improving its products and processes. It consults with customers and 
stakeholders through meetings of the Secretary of Agriculture’s Advisory Committee on 
Agriculture Statistics, interaction with producers, data users meetings with agribusinesses and 
commodity groups, special briefings for agricultural leaders during the release of major 
reports, and numerous individual contacts. In response to this input, NASS continues to 
improve the quality and accessibility of its reports. The agency has adjusted its agricultural 
estimates program and published reports, and has expanded electronic access capabilities. All 
reports issued by NASS' Agricultural Statistics Board arc made available to the public at a 
previously announced release time to ensure equal access to the information. All national 
statistical reports and data products, including graphics, are available on the Web, as well as in 
printed form, at the time they are released. Customers can electronically subscribe to NASS 
reports and download them in an easily accessible format using standard software. NASS also 
provides free Rich Site Summary (RSS) and podcast feeds to interested data users, who receive 
an alert or audio clip when content of interest is posted to the NASS Web site. A summary of 
NASS and other USDA statistical data is produced annually in USDA’s Agricultural Statistics, 
available on the NASS home page, on CD-ROM disc, or in hard copy. 

Collaboration with Other Agencies. NASS conducts special surveys and provides 
consulting services for USDA agencies, other Federal or State agencies, universities, and 
agricultural organizations on a cost-reimbursable basis. Consulting services include assistance 
with survey methodology, questionnaire and sample design, information resource management, 
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and statistical analysis. NASS has assisted USDA agencies in programs that monitor nutrition, 
food safety, environmental quality, and customer satisfaction. In cooperation with State 
Departments of Agriculture, land-grant universities, and industry groups, NASS conducts over 
150 special surveys each year covering a wide range of issues such as farm injury, nursery and 
horticulture, equine, farm finance, fruits and nuts, vegetables, and cropping practices. 

For example, NASS conducts the Agricultural Resource Management Survey (ARMS) 
in collaboration with USDA’s Economic Research Service. ARMS data are the primary input 
for the Nation’s farm income statements — one of the country’s federal principal economic 
indicators. These data are the basis for much of the targeted analysis conducted by USDA 
economists on the Farm Bill and other important issues. NASS conducts a periodic labor 
survey for the Department of Labor that provides vital labor statistics used in the FI-2A 
temporary agricultural worker program. The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 
and NASS have also collaborated together to conduct the Conservation Effects Assessment 
Program (CEAP). This is a multi-agency effort to quantify the environmental effects of 
conservation practices and programs and develop the science base for managing the 
agricultural landscape for environmental quality. The latest release of the NRCS Chesapeake 
Bay Conservation Assessment Report showed significant progress made from the conservation 
efforts of the Chesapeake Bay Region. 

An Enhanced Research Program. NASS is conducting a number of statistical and 
survey research projects to improve methods and techniques for collecting, processing, and 
disseminating agricultural data. 

NASS is examining model-based estimation techniques to improve the statistical 
reliability of published forecasts/estimates and to provide accurate error measures. A model 
that incorporates multiple data sources, including current and historical data, and 
administrative/auxiliary information is being developed for state-level com and soybean yields. 
Time series techniques are being utilized to model estimates of hogs and pigs as well as cattle. 
Small area estimation techniques were examined to model county-level estimates of cash rental 
rates for pastureland, irrigated cropland, and non-irrigated cropland; harvested com and 
soybean acreage; and corn and soybean yield. Several models transferred from research to 
development and will be operational later this year. NASS has worked collaboratively with 
consultants from outside of the agency to develop the methodology for all of these endeavors. 
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NASS uses its area frame both as a stand-alone frame to estimate numbers of farms and 
a wide variety of commodities, and as a measure of incompleteness for its list surveys — 
including the quinquennial Census of Agriculture. The Agency’s area frame estimates of the 
numbers of farms for 2007 were less than those from its dual-frame 2007 Census of 
Agriculture, requiring further analysis of the area frame and dual-frame data collection 
procedures and estimates to reconcile the differences. New methods that use the census 
mailing list in census years and the list frame in non-ccnsus years to adjust the area frame’s 
estimate of the number of farms for misclassification are being developed. Measures of 
uncertainty for the resulting estimates were produced for the 2012 Census of Agriculture. 

NASS is exploring methods to identify operations for which it is most unlikely to 
obtain responses in future surveys during data collection. Classification tree models have been 
developed for the Crops/Stocks and ARMS surveys to assign scores for the strong tendency for 
nonresponse to survey sample cases. Methods to adaptively use this information to manage 
data collection have been developed and are being used to obtain responses more efficiently. 
Future research will evaluate methods of using this information in statistical estimation. 

NASS began using the Computer Audio Recorded Interview (CARI) system developed 
by the Research Triangle Institute for the U.S. Census Bureau in its National Operations 
Division calling center. The system is intended to improve data quality by allowing evaluation 
of both data collection instruments and interviewers. NASS continues to evaluate its use of 
CARI and to train enumerators to obtain optimum results. 

George Mason University and NASS completed the work on a National Aeronautics 
and Space Administration (NASA) competitive grant titled “A National Crop Progress 
Monitoring System Based on NASA Earth Science Results.” NASS primarily benefited from 
the technology development which supports the web portal VegScape. The research showed 
that the vegetative indices (color gradations) are not sufficient to determine the vegetative and 
reproductive stages of the crops. The web portal VegScape is most useful to identify the 
green-up and senescence of the crops. VegScape is one of the analysis tools NASS uses to 
validate and verify survey estimate results. VegScape is one to the tools available to the public 
and is used by researchers, farmers, and ranchers. 
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NASS completed its fifth 48 state Cropland Data Layer (CDL) in 2014 for the 2013 
crop year. Additionally, NASS went back, for historical reference, and processed the 2008 
CDL, making six years of CDL data available. 

2015 Budget 

The agency’s 2015 Budget request is $179 million, of which $131 million is for the 
Agricultural Estimates Program and $48 million is for the Census of Agriculture Program. 

This funding level is necessary to pay for the decentralized GSA rent and security costs ($9.2 
million), formerly financed centrally by USDA, to restore some previously suspended 
programs, to support new initiatives for the Agricultural Estimates Program, and to continue 
with a robust set of follow-on studies within the Census of Agriculture Program. 

Agricultural Estimates 

The over four hundred of agricultural estimates reports NASS issues annually are 
critically important to assessing current supply and demand in agricultural commodities. 
Producers, agribusinesses, farm organizations, commodity groups, economists, public officials, 
and others use the data for decision-making. The statistics NASS collects and disseminates 
ensure buyers and sellers have access to the same official statistics at the same pre-announced 
time, making markets fair and preventing them from being influenced by “inside” information. 
The free flow of information minimizes price fluctuations for U.S. producers, makes 
commodity markets more efficient, and makes our Nation’s agricultural industry more 
competitive. The data has become increasingly important as producers rely more on world 
markets for their sales. 

NASS proposes an increase in funding to support the Pollinator Health Initiative and to 
provide information associated with Colony Collapse Disorder (CCD). This key government- 
wide initiative is funded by several USDA agencies as well as other Cabinet level Agencies. 
USDA and the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), in consultation with other Federal 
partners, are scaling up efforts to address the decline of honey bee health with a goal of 
ensuring the recovery of this critical subset of pollinators. NASS supports this USDA - EPA 
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CCD National Action Plan, which emphasizes the importance of coordinated action to identify 
the extent of and causal factors in honey bee and pollinator declines. 

As part of this effort, the requested funding will allow NASS to focus its resources and 
expertise, to expand its annual survey of bee keepers. This survey will include questions 
related to colony losses, pests and parasites, management practices, crops pollinated and 
locations served, as well as estimates of revenues and expenses. Expansion of the loss survey 
of beehives was strongly encouraged by beekeepers, the National Academy of Sciences, and 
the USDA Office of Inspector General. This action will provide improved baseline and annual 
data to determine the extent of CCD, in addition to providing quantitative information on 
potential causal factors, essential to the industry. 

A Geospatial Improvement Initiative is proposed for FY 2015. This new program will 
enhance the current satellite based agricultural statistics monitoring program. It will research 
and institute systems to provide satellite based crop condition, soil moisture, crop progress 
(phenological development of crops), crop yields, and begin research and development to 
provide data on emissions of greenhouse gasses associated with agriculture at local levels. 

This will leverage strategic cooperative partnerships with USDA Climate Hubs and the 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Regional Climatic Centers. 

In 2012 the chemical use program crop rotations were changed so that individual crops 
were surveyed less frequently in response to funding reductions. In 2015 NASS proposes to 
restore the chemical use data series to the 201 1 level, including more frequent data on major 
row crops, and fruit and vegetable chemical use data on an alternating year basis. 

Appropriated funding is necessary for this initiative to ensure equal access to Federal statistics. 
The statistical data provided by NASS enhances the competitiveness and sustainability of rural 
farm economies by leveling the playing field. All parties have equal access to official statistics 

The chemical use data collected by NASS have been used in building a database for the 
USDA Pesticide Data Program. This database is used by the Department to evaluate the safety 
of the Nation’s food supply. Additionally, the implementation of the Food Quality Protection 
Act (FQPA), in 1996, increased the need for actual, reliable chemical use data. FQPA requires 
the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to conduct an accelerated review of tolerance 
levels for re-registration of pesticide products. Part of the review includes using actual 
chemical usage data that only growers can provide. The absence of these data has created 
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difficulties for EPA and industry to effectively conduct and analyze these reviews. In the 
absence of actual data, EPA is often in the position to assume maximum label rates are being 
applied on all acreage. This has the potential of over-estimating actual pesticide usage. 

NASS restored the annual Fruit and Vegetable program in 2014 to fulfill data users’ 
requests and to provide acreage statistics necessary for conducting the chemical use program. 
In 2015, NASS proposes to augment the annual Fruit and Vegetable program by providing the 
in-season forecasts for fruits and nuts. These are needed by industry and include a variety of 
reports including the monthly Crop Production reports, annual Cherry Production report, and 
the annual Cranberries report. For vegetables, NASS will resume publishing in-season 
forecasts in the fall. Additionally, NASS will resume publishing a preliminary Annual 
Summary for all noncitrus fruits and nuts in January. The annual data is required to conduct 
the fruit and vegetable chemical use surveys. 


Census of Agriculture 

The Census of Agriculture is taken every five years and provides comprehensive data 
on the agricultural sector at the national. State, and county level. The Census of Agriculture is 
the only source for this information on a local level and is extremely important to the 
agricultural community. 

In addition to the 50 States, NASS is also publishing census data in Puerto Rico. NASS 
makes all data publicly available on its website. On February 20, 2014 NASS issued a 
preliminary release of 2012 Census of Agriculture data that contained high level estimates at 
the U.S. and State level. In May 2014 NASS intends to release the full Volume I series of data 
at the U.S., State and county level. 

In addition to the in-depth large publication to be released in May 2014, a number of 
special tabulations arc planned to be released subsequently. Those include State and county 
profiles; Congressional District Profiles; Watershed Publication; Race, Ethnicity and Gender 
Profiles and Specialty Crop Report. 
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NASS uses each Census of Agriculture as a sampling frame to conduct in depth 
mandatory studies on specific sectors of agriculture. In FY 2014 NASS is conducting the Farm 
and Ranch Irrigation Survey (FRIS) and the Census of Aquaculture. Data will be published 
from these surveys during FY 2015. 

In FY 2015 NASS plans to conduct a Census of Horticulture. The Census of 
Horticultural Specialties was last conducted for the 2009 growing season. This project is a 
detailed examination of all operations identified from the Census of Agriculture with sales of 
$10,000 or more. Production and sales data for fresh cut flowers, potted flowering plants, 
foliage plants, bedding plants, or cut cultivated greens are summarized. This census also 
collects data regarding expenses, growing area, and hired labor. This historic data series was 
also conducted in 1970, 1979, 1988, and 1998. NASS proposes to conduct the Census of 
Horticultural Specialties every five years as funding permits and the next one is scheduled for 
FY 2020. 

The FY 2014 Appropriation Act, with language for NASS to conduct four Current 
Industrial Reports (CIR), provided NASS the legal authority to request sampling lists from the 
Department of Commerce and the Internal Revenue Service. The 2015 Budget request includes 
resources for NASS to continue producing these four vital reports that were formerly compiled 
by the U.S. Census Bureau, but were cancelled at the end of 201 1 . These surveys are part of 
the U.S. Economic Census Program as is the Census of Agriculture and, as such, are 
mandatory and required by law. Commodities covered in these reports include: Oilseeds, 
Beans & Nuts; Fats and Oils; Cotton; and Flour Milling Products. NASS will publish a 
preliminary progress report in September 2014 and plans to publish the first full CIR report in 
January 2015. 

This request supports estimation requirements for NASS, Economic Research Service 
(ERS), the World Agricultural Outlook Board (WAOB), and the USDA Chief Economist. 
Private industry uses CIR data to monitor the effect of international trade on domestic 
production, evaluate the relationship between company and industry performances, market 
analyses, assess current business conditions, and plan future operations. 

NASS will work in collaboration with ERS to conduct a survey under the Census of 
Agriculture to update data on land ownership and farm finance that was last collected in the 
1999 Agriculture Economics and Land Ownership Survey (AELOS). NASS has renamed this 
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survey Tenure, Ownership, and Transition of Agricultural Land (TOTAL). This survey had 
been part of the Census of Agriculture program every decade until 1999. The Advisory 
Committee on Agriculture Statistics made the recommendation that this land ownership and 
farm finance survey was the top program to be reinstated in the Census of Agriculture cycle in 
2015. Data in FY 2015 from this new survey would inform policy decisions for USDA 
programs linked to farm land ownership and rental arrangements, inform research on 
generational transitions in agriculture, and provide updated parameters for the National 
Accounts for agriculture that ERS provides the Bureau of Economic Analysis (Department of 
Commerce). 

NASS and ERS have developed a new survey approach using the Agricultural 
Resource Management Survey (ARMS) and the June Area Survey across two fiscal years. 

With this two year methodology NASS will conduct a survey to build the list frame in 2014 as 
the first year and in 2015 as the second year NASS will conduct the TOTAL survey based on 
that list frame. Funding for the first year in 2014 will come from a reimbursable agreement 
with ERS. The survey results of this two-year collaborative effort between NASS and ERS 
would be available after data summary and analysis in late 2015. 

In recent years, NASS has instituted a number of performance enhancing initiatives that 
capitalized on new statistical and survey methodologies to keep pace with an increasingly 
complex agricultural industry in a cost effective manner. In 201 1, NASS opened the National 
Operations Division in St. Louis, Missouri. This new Division focused on streamlining and 
standardizing a number of survey processes. In 2012, NASS underwent a large stakeholder 
engagement effort with State departments of agriculture to negotiate a path forward that 
ensured sustained cooperative working relationships while finalizing a comprehensive field 
reorganization. 'The following year NASS implemented the reorganized field structure 
resulting in 12 regional centers that economize the way staff coordinate survey data collection, 
review record level data, and disseminate state level data products. During FY 2014 NASS has 
reorganized its headquarters divisions to better align its statistical methodological work and to 
increase the utilization of space. 

At the same time NASS underwent other transformational changes its research 
program has undergone a reengineering that focused on increasing the knowledge base of staff 
with academic expertise in survey and statistical methodology. This investment in research has 
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allowed the organization to develop new statistical models for its estimating program; examine 
computer editing applications to replace manual review; expand modes of data collection to 
include Computer Assisted Personal Interviewing and Computer Assisted Web Interviewing; 
implement quality assurance protocols in routine operations; develop two new tools using 
remote sensing data — CropScape and VegScape; and further benefit from computer based 
processing technology. NASS’s dedication to research and continued process improvement 
will ensure the organization remains relevant and viable to fill the urgent need for timely, 
accurate, and useful statistics in service to U.S agriculture. 

This concludes my statement, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for the opportunity to submit 
this statement for the record. 
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BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH 

Dr. Cynthia Clark 
Administrator 

National Agricultural Statistics Service 

Dr. Cynthia Clark is Administrator of USDA’s National 
Agricultural Statistics Service (NASS), overseeing the agency’s 
efforts to collect and disseminate data on every facet of U.S. 
agriculture. 

Clark is an accomplished statistician who is highly respected both 
in the United States and overseas for her expertise in survey 
research and development. Before joining NASS, she directed 
statistical research and survey methodology for the United 
Kingdom’s Oftice for National Statistics and, prior to that, at the 
U.S. Census Bureau. 


Clark has strong roots in agricultural statistics, having previously spent 1 3 years working on the 
Census of Agriculture and serving as the Director of the NASS Census and Survey Division. She 
has also served in numerous professional positions with the American Statistical Association 
(ASA), the International Statistical Institute (ISI) and the International Association of Survey 
Statisticians. Additionally, she is a fellow of the ASA, an elected member of ISI and a Fellow of 
the Royal Statistical Society. 

Under Clark’s leadership, NASS conducts hundreds of surveys and issues nearly 400 statistical 
reports each year with data on production, economics, demographics, and the environmental that 
is relevant to agriculture. NASS also conducts the Census of Agriculture every five years, 
providing the only source of uniform, comprehensive agricultural data for every county in the 
nation. She has led a transformational change at NASS impacting the agency business model, 
organizational structure, technology infrastructure, and statistical practice. 

Clark was raised in Colorado, the daughter of an agricultural banker. She received a bachelor’s 
degree in mathematics from Mills College in California, a master’s degree in mathematics from 
the University of Denver, and masters and doctoral degrees in statistics from Iowa State 
University. Her husband, Glenn, grew up on a livestock farm and ranch in southeastern Idaho. 
She and her husband are the parents of six children and grandparents of fifteen. They make their 
home in McLean, Virginia. 
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RESEARCH INFORMATION SECURITY 

Mr. Aderholt. Let me start out, and I will ask about something 
that we heard earlier this year. The inspector general issued a re- 
port on the effectiveness of your agency’s lockup procedure to en- 
sure the security of sensitive information on commodities. 

The inspector general, from my understanding, complimented the 
National Agricultural Statistics Service on a swift response, but tell 
the subcommittee why it took an audit to bring these issues to 
light. 

Dr. Woteki. Well, Mr. Aderholt, we take our security and our 
lockup procedures very, very seriously, and the National Ag Statis- 
tics Service has, over the years, improved their approaches towards 
security. I would like to ask Dr. Clark to tell you specifically the 
steps that they have undertaken in response to this recent audit. 

Mr. Aderholt. Okay. 

Dr. Clark. We take our security very, very seriously, but you 
need to understand that we are working in an environment where 
technology is constantly changing, and in order to meet the release 
time, which is to the minute, to the second even, we need to be on 
top of all of our security procedures. 

We did have an incident several years ago where we had a 
switch failure, which caused an early media release and since then 
we have been doing a number of different things to enhance our 
security. We have, most recently, installed a scanning procedure for 
people going in to pick up iPhones, or any computers, or any other 
equipment. We have cameras at the entrance of our lockup proce- 
dure. We have enhanced the procedures in our area where the 
media is located to ensure that no release can happen except at the 
time when it is scheduled. 

The audit asks for us to have an external review on an annual 
basis, and we have had several reviews in the last year; and also 
to have an internal review committee that is periodically looking 
at our security procedures. So this is what we are planning to do, 
and we will be keeping on top of it, and we also work with other 
statistical agencies. In fact, our procedures are probably the most 
secure of all of the agencies. 

Mr. Aderholt. Now, I know that the inspector general’s report 
noted that management decisions have reached — been reached 
some 14 of 17 recommendations? 

Dr. Clark. Yes. 

Mr. Aderholt. And what is the status of those remaining? 

Dr. Clark. Most of them are all in progress or — and completed. 
We provided dates at which they would be completed. They would 
all be completed by October of 2014, and they are all on the way. 

Mr. Aderholt. So you feel confident that the problems found by 
the inspector general have been addressed at this point? 

Dr. Clark. Yes. 

Mr. Aderholt. And what would be the result of a leak of this 
sensitive data? 

Dr. Clark. Well, it is market-sensitive data, and you have trad- 
ing that goes on within seconds of the time of the release, and the 
media — we have allowed media to have access to our lockup proce- 
dure. They provide reports. We provide data that goes out exactly 
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at the time of release. But if you have a breach of security, then 
it affects the markets. 


INNOVATION INSTITUTES 

Mr. Aderholt. Okay. The budget proposes $75 million in new 
funding to create three new innovative institutes. I understand this 
proposal is based on the recommendation from the President’s 
Council of Advisors on Science and Technology. Just talk a little bit 
about the innovation institutes and their connection with the 2014 
farm bill. That was not in the farm bill; is that correct? 

Dr. Woteki. That is correct. 

Mr. Aderholt. And 

Mr. Farr. Food Safety Modernization Act probably. 

Mr. Aderholt. Were they proposed by the administration, and 
have they been debated at Congress at all at this point? 

Dr. Woteki. Well, I think we are having that discussion right 
now as part of our budget request. The innovation institutes were 
recommended to the President by his Council of Advisors on 
Science and Technology, and they did an in-depth study of the chal- 
lenges that are facing American agriculture. And we are asking the 
question, is our research infrastructure up to those challenges, and 
if not, what are the things that we need to be doing differently? 
And one of their recommendations was to establish what they 
called a new innovation infrastructure that would take us into clos- 
er working relationships with the private sector and really focusing 
our efforts on some of the big problems and big challenges. 

So the innovation institutes are essentially a reflection of that 
recommendation to the President. The advisors had recommended 
the establishment of six innovation institutes, each one to be fund- 
ed at the level of $25 million a year for a period of 5 years min- 
imum, and that these innovation institutes should be public-private 
partnerships so that they would be — the research agenda would be 
determined in close consultation with the private-sector contribu- 
tors to the innovation institutes. 

Mr. Aderholt. My time is up. 

Mr. Farr. 


FOOD SAFETY OUTREACH 

Mr. Farr. Thank you very much, Mr. Chair. 

I do think we also have to consider that the responsibility for 
this agency and our other FDA agencies are newly mandated under 
the Food Safety Modernization Act, and one of the questions I have 
is that one of the new programs that you mentioned under the ex- 
tension of the food safety outreach is the Food Safety Outreach 
Program, which is a proposal to work with small and medium-sized 
farms. 

I mean, they think this law is a big challenge to have to meet. 
They don’t want to be priced out of the market. And I appreciate 
the fact that you are going to try to reach out to them to get them 
on board, but why just 2 Y 2 million bucks? That is for the whole 
country. That doesn’t look like it can reach about anybody. What 
do you plan to do with that? 

Dr. Woteki. Well, we have had ongoing discussions with the 
Food and Drug Administration about what is the role that our in- 
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tramural programs can play in helping them establish the evidence 
base for their programs, and also, more recently, what is the role 
that the extramural programs that are administered by NIFA can 
play. Out of those consultations has come this proposal for $2.5 
million, and I would like to ask Dr. Ramaswamy to talk with you 
in more detail about the content of that. 

Mr. Farr. Is this more to deal with the coordination of all these 
programs, or it really is to use the money for outreach to small 
farmers? 

Dr. Ramaswamy. So, Congressman Farr, thank you so much, and 
thank you so much, Mr. Chairman, for having us here this morn- 
ing. And indeed, you are correct. The intent is to use these funds 
that we are requesting to develop educational information in the 
form of outreach and extension for the small producers and small 
processors, and we will partner with FDA very closely in working 
with them, and also with the other agencies within USD A and out- 
side of USD A as well to make sure that we are getting all the in- 
formation put together to create this information. 

Mr. Farr. Well, I am little concerned that it might be just Fed- 
eral one size fits all. Remember, our States and local governments 
have a lot of regulation on farming practices, and California’s 
standards are much higher than anything the Federal Government 
has, pesticide regulation, what you can and cannot use, setbacks. 
So I would hope that you might integrate these on a sort of re- 
gional basis, bringing in what the local laws also require. 

Dr. Ramaswamy. Indeed. So what we intend doing is to work 
through the Cooperative Extension Services; they are going to be 
very much involved in this. 

Mr. Farr. Okay. 

Dr. Ramaswamy. And so as you currently pointed out, each State 
is a little bit different in terms of the rules and regulations and 
laws that they have, and so we would be working through that net- 
work and making sure that we are developing the knowledge and 
creating the delivery mechanisms as well. 

Mr. Farr. I appreciate that. 

Dr. Bohman, I was very interested and intrigued but to see the 
following statement near the end of your testimony: Quote, “ERS 
will examine the effects of FSMA across the fresh produce supply 
chain, including the guidance issued by FDA as it relates to the de- 
velopment of a risk-based food safety system.” 

Can you discuss how you are going to — is this research or how 
are we going to measure FDA’s guidance, because there are some 
concerns as to the practicality of them. 

Dr. Bohman. Well, thank you very much. 

As you mentioned, the Economic Research Service has a group, 
a team that works on food safety issues that is collaborating with 
our experts on horticulture markets, and we are coordinating what 
we are doing with the USD A food safety group and with the econo- 
mists at FDA. 

I think our strength is that we can bring the realities of the mar- 
kets and our economic expertise to these food safety issues. So we 
have been providing our expertise in terms of the internal rule- 
making process, and we are developing research that can look at 
what data we would need to understand how the rules are impact- 
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ing the industry, you know, what is working, what is not working, 
and start to build that research now as before and during the im- 
plementation of the Food Safety Modernization Act. 

Mr. Farr. I think it would be very important to share that les- 
sons learned with Congress, because I am afraid that what Mem- 
bers will do is hear from their local growers and then come in here 
and try to piecemeal the amendment to the Food Safety Act, and 
who knows what politics will be about? So, if you are ahead of the 
curve, and you are telling us that we can fix these things or you 
can fix them administratively would really be helpful to us. 

Dr. Bohman. Well, thank you. That is — our plan is to make all 
our research results public, and we are happy to share our plans 
with you as they evolve. 

Mr. Farr. My time is up. I will have to ask next round. I want 
to go into the horticulture issue. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Yoder. 

Mr. Yoder. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And I appreciate all of 
your testimony today. 

Dr. Ramaswamy, it is good to see a fellow Kansan or K State 

Dr. Ramaswamy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Yoder [continuing]. Background. We all had a rough week- 
end in St. Louis. 

Dr. Ramaswamy. Indeed. Indeed. Sorry about KU losing that. 

Mr. Yoder. Sorry about K State losing. 

Dr. Ramaswamy. What a bummer as well. 

Mr. Yoder. We thought our friends in Kentucky were our 
friends, but apparently they took out K State and Wichita State 
and 

Dr. Ramaswamy. Indeed. 

WHEAT AND BARLEY SCAB INITIATIVE 

Mr. Yoder [continuing]. So a tough weekend for all of us. But 
on to more important issues. 

Certainly as a Kansan and someone who grew up on a farm and 
had a great appreciation for wheat, Kansas is the greatest wheat- 
producing State in the country, last year I expressed some concern 
over the administration’s proposal to eliminate the U.S. Wheat and 
Barley Scab Initiative Research Project that funds a substantial 
portion of research at K State. 

What does the future of this program look like? I believe there 
is over 5 million recommended in the — I think in the budget. What 
does the future look like in terms of the administration’s support 
for this program, and what can I tell farmers back home regarding 
our ability to resolve some of these concerns regarding wheat and 
barley scab? 

Dr. Ramaswamy. So — go ahead. 

Dr. Woteki. Well, I am happy actually to report to you, Mr. 
Yoder, that we have been able to restore funding for the Wheat and 
Barley Scab Initiative back to the 2011 levels in the 2014 budget. 
Then there really has been some very significant progress that has 
been made over the last several years coming out of what has been 
an extended research effort. It has focused on breeding, and there 
has been an increase in the varieties with resistance for this par- 
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ticular disease in wheat, as well as one barley variety with partial 
resistance that was released by ARS in 2011. 

There is better information made available to farmers so that — 
coming out of the surveillance and monitoring activities, so that 
when they do apply fungicides, they can do it with a much better 
timing and help to head off an outbreak of scab. And that alert sys- 
tem goes directly to the farmer through an email or a text message. 

So, we are really pleased that with the 2014 appropriation, that 
we have been able to restore these funds. 

Mr. Yoder. Well, I think that is welcome news, and I appreciate 
the message that sends, I think, to Kansas wheat farmers. 

In terms of laboratories, what are the ARS’s plans for upgrading 
regional small grains genotyping laboratories to next-generation 
genotype technology? 

Dr. Woteki. Let me ask Dr. Jacobs-Young if she is prepared to 
answer that question. 

Dr. Jacobs-Young. Thank you for your question, Mr. Yoder. 

So as you can see in the fiscal year 2015 proposal, we have $155 
million requested for a facility in Athens. Along with that facility, 
there are many other facilities that we have listed on our Capital 
Investment Strategy where we need to make significant invest- 
ments to modernize those facilities. We are definitely supportive of 
the small grains facility, and we have been working to look at ways 
to use creative mechanisms to invest in those facilities. 

I wanted to add on the wheat, we are also looking at the testing 
for wheat and trying to bring those up to date. We have a test that 
we use in the wheat quality laboratory that is 80 years old, and 
I think it is called the “falling number,” and we feel there is a bet- 
ter way to do that, and so we are also looking at how we can — how 
we can bring that into the 20th — at least 21st century. 

FOOD SURVEY 

Mr. Yoder. Well, I think certainly our efforts to modernize all 
this makes a big difference and, I think, speaks to how, with tech- 
nology, we can create efficiencies and opportunities all across the 
country. 

I had another question regarding the National Household Food 
Acquisition and Purchase Survey. I noticed that that was in the 
proposed budget. We have had some issues with other surveys in 
the Federal Government being mandatory, being compulsory, and 
having penalties and fines. Could you explain how this survey 
works; and is it voluntary, mandatory; and who would be being 
surveyed; and how it is effectuated? 

Dr. Bohman. Yes. We are reporting for fiscal year 2015 that we 
will be publishing results from this survey 

Mr. Yoder. Okay. 

Dr. Bohman [continuing]. Which was conducted in 2012. And it 
was a voluntary survey that ERS and the Food and Nutrition Serv- 
ice funded and was carried out by Mathematica Policy Institute. 
And the goal is to provide a comprehensive overview of how people 
acquire food, not just what they buy in the grocery stores, what 
they eat out, what food may be given to them or that they acquire 
from a food pantry. And so we did a week-long diary with people 
who agreed to do this voluntarily, and we had made sure that we 
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included a large number of low-income respondents so we can look 
at questions that are in the public domain about what people eat 
who are part of the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program. 

So we expect to have this data. It is in the final clearing stages 
by the end of May, and we will be publishing reports this year and 
into next year using that information. 

Mr. Yoder. Look forward to seeing the results. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Aderholt. Ms. Pingree. 

PLANT BREEDING 

Ms. Pingree. Thank you very much, Mr. Chair. 

Thank you all for being here today and for all your hard work 
on behalf of consumers and farmers. 

I am going to start with a question around plant and seed breed- 
ing. So, Dr. Woteki, I think probably this is for you, but I am 
happy to have anyone talk about it. 

In the administration’s fiscal year 2015 budget, the USDA pro- 
poses a new initiative on genetic improvement in translational 
breeding within the Agricultural Research Service. One of the tar- 
get areas of funding is classical breeding, among other research 
areas. 

I have a perspective representing a lot of farmers, having a small 
farm myself, and like a lot of other farmers, I am personally very 
concerned about farmers’ dwindling options for locally adapted and 
publicly available seed varieties and animal breeds. I think that for 
agriculture to be successful in the long term, particularly given cur- 
rent trends, our farmers need access to seeds that are adapted to 
their local climate, pest conditions, and growing systems. 

You also know that in order to be effective, the adaptation proc- 
ess needs to be ongoing, because climatic conditions and pest chal- 
lenges are also constantly changing, and it seems like they are 
changing more rapidly now than they ever have before. So farmers 
increasingly need seeds that are bred in their local conditions and 
cropping systems. They need, in my opinion, seeds that are classi- 
cally bred and available for public use. 

So just to sort of continue with this thought, there has been ex- 
tensive dialogue between concerned farmers like myself and the 
Administration regarding the implementation of the 2008 Farm 
Bill directive to make conventional plant and animal breeding a 
priority within the Competitive Research Program. So I appreciate 
that the Administration recognizes that this is a concern and has 
put in stronger language in the Fiscal Year 2014 request for appli- 
cations within the Agriculture and Food Research Initiative. 

So in spite of these small signs from the Administration and all 
the steps that you have taken over the last few years, it is clear, 
I think, that more needs to be done not only to ensure our Nation’s 
future food security, but also to ensure that today’s farmers, espe- 
cially some of the young and beginning farmers engaging in the 
new opportunities out there for local and organic markets, have ac- 
cess to the highest-quality seeds that are bred for their types of 
farming conditions. 

We are losing the pipeline of future plant breeders who will be 
essential in solving the pest and disease problems that the next 
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generation of farmers face, and, again, especially concerning some 
of our climatic uncertainties. 

So, my question. I think there are a lot of grave concerns out 
there from all kinds of farmers. Can you talk a little bit about the 
USDA’s efforts to reverse the trend of declining seed varieties, and 
how the new ARS initiative that you are proposing will help solve 
some of these problems or work towards it? 

Dr. Woteki. Certainly. And I very much hear and understand 
your request. I also want to note that not only your voice, but 
many others have been approaching us, making this plea for a 
greater emphasis on classical breeding techniques. 

In response we have done a couple of things. We held a workshop 
last year. We have actually posted the results of that. It was a lis- 
tening session where there was a really broad spectrum of individ- 
uals and organizations that came in and spent a day talking with 
us about what they viewed as being the needs across the spectrum 
in plant breeding. But there were a lot of voices expressing concern 
about the diminishing — apparent diminishing interest on the part 
of our programs in classical breeding. 

We don’t feel that that perception is necessarily correct. We feel 
that in our programs, both the intramural ones and the extramural 
ones, that we are providing opportunities for researchers to put in 
proposals for funding in the — if they are in the extramural commu- 
nity, in the universities, to be funded by the National Institute of 
Food and Agriculture, and that also within the ARS programs, that 
there is a wide variety of breeding approaches that are taken from 
the classical through to the latest techniques in genetic — using the 
new genetic technologies. 

So, we have established, though, as a follow-up to this listening 
session, a working group within the Department that is focused on 
plant breeding. And I have been meeting with that working group 
in recent weeks and have asked them to develop a roadmap on 
breeding approaches for us to be following. 

So we hear the concerns, and we have taken these very positive 
steps of the listening sessions, and the internal working group, and 
now this roadmap. And in the meantime we also share your con- 
cerns about education and training, and the translational breeding 
initiative in this budget request is a key step for ARS, the in-house 
agency. In addition, NIFA, through the capacity funding that it 
provides to the State agricultural experiment stations that is in 
turn matched by the States is enormously important for doing ex- 
actly that local adaption breeding at the land-grant university that 
is so important in the State for farmers within that State. So that 
is another mechanism that we have of supporting classical efforts 
that are done really to come up with that locally adapted variety. 

Mr. Aderholt. Okay. Mr. Rooney. 

Ms. PlNGREE. I am out of time, but I will follow up later. Thank 
you. 


CITRUS DISEASE 

Mr. Rooney. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to thank my 
friend from Kansas for — I understand, before I came in, he was 
singing the praises of the Florida Gators, and rightfully so, so I ap- 
preciate that. It takes a big man to admit greatness. 
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I just want to say, before I get into my questions, if I could, a 
couple of thank yous to the members that are sitting on this panel 
on behalf of the Florida citrus industry for your efforts in com- 
bating citrus greening and canker. Obviously, you all know the sit- 
uation in my home State and now the situation for the rest of the 
country, so hopefully the efforts that you are undertaking right 
now will help save our industry. 

I am happy to support your work here in Congress. As you know, 
the lines of communication with my office are open, with my staff, 
specifically the one back here with the orange shirt on. We are al- 
ways in character. 

So I also want to say a special thank you to Dr. Jacobs-Young 
for your efforts in hiring a new director in the ARS Fort Pierce lab. 
I have been down there numerous times, and I know how impor- 
tant that work is, and I really feel like, based on my visits there, 
that they are close to getting what they need. So this transition is 
important, so I appreciate all that you have done in getting the 
most qualified and best person to continue on, especially at this 
pivotal time. 

I would like to ask a couple of quick questions, if I could, to Dr. 
Ramaswamy about the Emergency Citrus Disease, Research and 
Extension Program. As you know, in the 2014 farm bill, the intent 
of the legislation is that research projects funded under this au- 
thority should be prioritized based on the critical threat of citrus 
greening, and to the maximum extent practical, the agencies 
should adhere to the recommendations of the Citrus Disease Sub- 
committee. And the farm bill required the establishment of the Cit- 
rus Subcommittee within 45 days. 

Can you let us know where we are at with that, and then once 
appointed, what is the timeline moving forward? Once rec- 
ommendations by that committee have been provided, do you con- 
sider those proposals simultaneously, or do you wait until after the 
proposals have been made? 

Dr. Ramaswamy. Thank you very much, Congressman Rooney, 
and thank you for your support as well of the overall agricultural 
research and education enterprise as well. 

Very specifically, in response to your question, we are indeed in 
the process of soliciting nominations. So there is the Citrus Disease 
Subcommittee that is part of the NAREEE Advisory Board’s spe- 
cialty crops research — or specialty crops committee. That com- 
mittee, we have already got six members that are from last year, 
and we are in the process of — we are seeking nominations for three 
more. And that request was sent out to the community at large last 
week, and our intent is once the nominations come in to the Sec- 
retary, that they will be vetted, and then by the 25th of April, we 
hope to have that. 

By the 1st of May we hope — our staff hopes to have a consulta- 
tion with that subcommittee and get input on the priorities that 
are needed. And then our hope is to incorporate that and then re- 
lease a request for application — as a supplement to the Specialty 
Crops Research Initiative request for applications that has already 
gone out. If so, it will come out as a supplement. If everything falls 
in place, we hope it happens on the 15th of May, and then beyond 
that, you know, it is a two-step process. 



413 


We have to make sure that the work that is to be undertaken 
is relevant to the industry first. And then once that is done, the 
proposal will be recommended for a full-blown scientific merit re- 
view. That is the second step. And once that is done, the decision 
is going to be made to make the funding available to the individ- 
uals that are involved in research and extension. 

Mr. Rooney. Okay. And as you know, the Citrus Disease Re- 
search Program received $25 million in mandatory funding for Fis- 
cal Year 2014, and this is good news. For our industry there is a 
considerable amount of ongoing research related to citrus greening 
that has been supported by this program. 

Can you explain how your agency can ensure that the funds are 
effectively spent in a relatively short period of time while avoiding 
duplicative research? The reason I ask this is because when I was 
down in the district, after we got the good news that this was all 
going to happen, obviously one of the biggest concerns of the grow- 
ers is, you know, time is of the essence. It is good that we have 
got this funding, but we are kind of at the moment of truth here 
with regard to where we go in the future of growing oranges in 
Florida. So, if you could help reassure that it is going to be as 
quickly as possible. 

Dr. Ramaswamy. You have my word on it, Congressman. 

Mr. Rooney. Okay. Thank you very much. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, I yield back. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Bishop. 

SOUTHEAST POULTRY RESEARCH LABORATORY 

Mr. Bishop. Thank you very much. 

Let me welcome all of our panelists this morning and thank you 
collectively for what you do and what your agencies do to assure 
that American agriculture is the highest quality, the safest, the 
most abundant and most economical fruit and fiber anywhere in 
the world, and it is because of what you do that makes us that 
way. 

I want to go back to the Southeast Poultry Research Laboratory, 
Ms. Jacobs — Dr. Jacobs-Young. Last year, of course, as was indi- 
cated earlier, you proposed to invest $155 million in the new South- 
east Poultry Research Laboratory in Athens, which was the De- 
partment’s number one priority for the agency last year. 

As you may know, I am the cochair of the Congressional Chicken 
Caucus. Georgia is the number one producer and exporter of poul- 
try products in the Nation, and, of course, the chicken industry as 
a whole is an integral part of our national economy. And according 
to the Chicken Council and the U.S. Poultry and Egg Association, 
the poultry industry directly and indirectly provided over a million 
jobs, $47 billion in wages, and $197.5 billion in economic activity, 
and $17.2 billion in government revenue. 

The construction of the new lab is critical, because the lab pro- 
vides solutions to national and international exotic, emerging, and 
endemic poultry disease problems that impact poultry as well as 
human health. This year you put the research lab into Oppor- 
tunity, Growth and Security Initiative, OGS, for a total of $197 
million, which included five additional projects in addition to the 
SEPRL. 
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What is the current status of the Southeastern Poultry Lab, how 
much was obligated for the lab in the current fiscal year 2014, and 
can you share with us your thinking behind the OGS Initiative? 
And the final part of that question is in the event that Congress 
should not choose to fund the OGS Initiative, what will happen to 
the projects that were included in that OGS Initiative, particularly 
the research lab in Athens? 

Dr. Jacobs-Young. So, Congressman Bishop, thank you for that 
question, and you are absolutely correct. The poultry lab was our 
number one priority last fiscal year, and it is our number one pri- 
ority this fiscal year. And we did not receive funding to begin the 
project, and so there was no money obligated to modernize that fa- 
cility. 

SEPRL is 33 years old. It has been built with a technology that 
was very innovative at that time. It is no longer innovative. SEPRL 
is separated into many different buildings, so the chickens are 
housed in one building, and we do the laboratory work in another. 
And so we have duplicative systems to keep the avian influenzas, 
the BS3 — BSL3 laboratories for its containment, so it is very im- 
portant. We can do energy conservation at the least if we were to 
consolidate all of our efforts into one building. 

There is also a desire to consolidate the Avian Disease and On- 
cology Laboratory from Michigan into that facility, so we will for- 
tify our work in this very important area and also build critical 
mass. 

We only need to look at the news to see how avian influenza has 
impacted the global economy, and our scientists have traveled to 
help our sister countries be able to deal with this very significant 
issue. If we don’t have this modernized facility, and we are one of 
the world’s largest producers of poultry, then I am — I think we lose 
a step in our ability to be able to respond to issues that could be 
significant, significant to our industry. 

Dr. Woteki. I might note also, Mr. Bishop, that this laboratory 
was indicated as being the highest priority for replacement within 
the ARS infrastructure. In the report that Congress requested that 
we develop 2 years ago assessing the research infrastructure and 
providing a capital investment plan for improving that infrastruc- 
ture, our assessment is to maintain and improve our laboratory in- 
frastructure within ARS, we will need approximately $150 million 
a year. And this particular laboratory, because it is so critical in 
research on preventing avian influenzas, in understanding them so 
that we can develop countermeasures for them, because it requires 
containment to both — to protect our flocks as well as the people 
that are working with these infectious viruses, that this — this is 
our highest priority. 

We put it in the new initiative that the President has in — called 
the OGSI because the budget proposal that we brought forward is 
within the agreement levels, for 2014 and 2015. This high-priority 
additional research infrastructure and research projects are being 
highlighted in the budget because, with these investments, we can 
do more, and we can do it better, and we can do it safely within 
this kind of new laboratory. 
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So the whole intent in bringing forward the OGSI is to also dem- 
onstrate that for this investment, for agriculture’s future, you are 
going to get a return. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Valadao. 

Mr. Valadao. Thank you, Mr. Chair. 

Doctor — and if I pronounce this incorrect, I apologize — Woteki? 

Dr. Woteki. Exactly right. 

FOUNDATION FOR FOOD AND AGRICULTURE RESEARCH 

Mr. Valadao. Perfect. 

The farm bill created the Foundation for Food and Agriculture 
Research that will match private and nonprofit sectors with public 
funds. Have you outlined your research priorities for this project 
yet? 

Dr. Woteki. Well, we were really pleased, Congressman, that the 
Foundation for Food and Agriculture Research was authorized in 
the farm bill because it provides us with a new way of working 
with partners outside the Federal Government and outside the his- 
toric partnership that we have with the land-grant universities. 

The legislation itself has a lot of attributes that are very similar 
to the foundation for the National Institutes of Health, and also a 
foundation for the Food and Drug Administration, and a number 
of other similar types of foundations that have been established in 
recent years. So we have taken the opportunity to meet with the 
executive directors and the general counsels of those foundations to 
learn more about how they operate and also to get some advice 
from them about how to go about establishing this new entity. 

Mr. Valadao. I am sorry, the priorities, is what I was getting at. 
Just any idea where the research is going to be — the money is 
going to be spent on what type of research? 

Dr. Woteki. Well, that is actually going to be coming from the 
external world. 

Mr. Valadao. Okay. 

Dr. Woteki. But I think the guideposts are established in the 
legislation saying that this is work that is supposed to complement 
the already funded programs that we have. 

You know, the ideas are going to be coming from external. They 
are going to be coming from companies, they are going to be coming 
from organizations, and they are going to be coming to the founda- 
tion and saying, we would like to partner with you and with the 
Federal partners in USDA in this project, and then the board of di- 
rectors is going to be deciding whether they are going to take this 
on or not. 


U.S. AGRICULTURE PRODUCTIVITY 

Mr. Valadao. Okay. You mention in your testimony that the 
U.S. agriculture productivity is now growing more slowly than both 
China and Brazil, and that you believe it is due to the amount of 
money both these countries spend on research. 

Do you think that our overburdened regulation such as rules 
treating milk spills like oil spills, obviously the release of personal 
information of some of the farmers that happened not too long ago, 
or the changing of the definition of waters of the U.S. without 
going through Congress were also to blame? Or even things as sim- 
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pie as the marketplace going towards a more organic-type farm 
where production is obviously less per acre or per cow. Or whatever 
type of product. There is a difference in production, but what do 
you attribute this more to than anything? 

Dr. Woteki. Yeah. I think that the increase in agricultural pro- 
ductivity that I am referring to is being measured before the mar- 
ketplace in which the regulation that you are referring to would be 
implemented. The kind of investment that is made in agricultural 
science is leading the farmers to new ways, new seeds, new ways 
of production that are increasing yield per acre, which is the way 
really that we are measuring that kind of agricultural productivity. 

RESEARCH INFORMATION 

Mr. Valadao. Through science, we have seen many break- 
throughs in agriculture that improve crop yields, dairy produc- 
tivity, and feed-to-grain ratios. An ARS initiative outlined in your 
budget directs 26 million to focus on crop and livestock genetic im- 
provements. However, despite our success moving forward, many 
still fight the outcomes of the very research to improve feed effi- 
ciency, resist pesticides, or weed growth, to name a few. 

What ideas would you have to disseminate the information to the 
public so that the American people can continue to trust our farm- 
ers and ranchers to deliver safe and healthy product? 

Dr. Woteki. Well, I think everybody here with me, the adminis- 
trators of our agencies, agree with the sentiment in your question 
that we need better science education in the U.S., and we also need 
a better part — a bigger part of our curriculum devoted to providing 
information both through school curricula and through more infor- 
mal routes of education about where your food comes from. 

Mr. Valadao. Well, one of the things that I see, because I am 
a dairy farmer myself, and I do farm a little bit of row crops as 
well, we see a lot of product come out onto the marketplace, and 
we struggle to get either released or approved by whatever agency 
would have to do so. And then once it is approved, then you see 
some of the agencies even come out and not be as supportive pub- 
licly as the farmers would appreciate or ask the agencies to be so. 

I mean, genetics on cows, obviously that is probably an easy one 
because you breed just like you do any other animal; you look for 
superior traits in an animal, and you breed the animal alongside 
of that. But when it comes in to row crops, if you are looking for 
certain types of crops to grow that are more drought tolerant, 
whatever it may be, we do struggle as a farmer getting our word 
out, and it would be helpful, I guess, if the agencies would help a 
little bit with the information on how safe these products are and 
how the consumer shouldn’t be concerned and be able to purchase 
the product. So thank you. 

Dr. Woteki. Yeah. Well, we also understand that sentiment. We 
had an opportunity yesterday — it was the 100th anniversary of 
Norman Borlaug’s birth — to hold a symposium in his honor yester- 
day afternoon. We also participated in the ceremony with the un- 
veiling of his statue in the Rotunda. Mr. Latham was one of the 
speakers at the program. 

But in the afternoon symposium, we had a number of students, 
high school students, college students, who were speaking, and 
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they actually were addressing this question as well about how do 
we provide more information to the public so that there will be that 
level of trust in their food, and where it comes from, and in the 
safety of that food. 

Mr. Valadao. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Dr. Woteki. And they very much were emphasizing the impor- 
tance of it is for everybody who is involved in agriculture to be con- 
veying that message. 

Mr. Aderholt. We need to go on with Mr. Fortenberry. 

FARM WORKER WAGES 

Mr. Fortenberry. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Good morning, everyone. Good afternoon. 

I want to start right away into a question regarding what is 
called the adverse effect wage rate. I don’t know what “adverse ef- 
fect” means, but, nonetheless, it is adversely affectingly us in Ne- 
braska. The adverse effect wage rate is $13.41, the highest in the 
country. The reason this is a difficulty — and I will give you a story. 

Two small farmers came to see me recently. They are specialty 
crop farmers, and they use the H-2A visa program for help. They 
are trying to do this legally, in the right way, and, yet, they are 
being effectively penalized by this peculiar determination by the 
Department that the adverse effect wage rate is $13.41. 

Now, right next door in Iowa it is $12.22. Next door in Minnesota 
it is $11.49. In Colorado, it is $10.89. In California, it is $11. That 
means that they cannot compete based upon an artificial statistic 
that is coming out of the Department in conjunction with the De- 
partment of Labor. 

So I want to know what is the methodology for this. I want you 
to know the impacts that this is having. I would like to see this 
reexamined as quickly as possible because this is not a matter of 
taking months and months to unpack something that is very deep 
in the Department. 

It is affecting farmers on the ground right now who are trying 
to do exactly what the Department is asking them to do by devel- 
oping traditional means of production, creating local food markets, 
entering into a field of, again, agriculture that has diminished over 
the years, but now is reemerging. That is exactly what we have 
been trying to do in agriculture to augment the ag family. 

But it seems to me that we are artificially penalizing them by 
this very high wage rate and creating an unlevel playing field for 
them. I don’t know. I surmise that having North Dakota at the 
same rate has to do with something that is related to oil field work- 
er salaries. 

So that has created an artificial demand in the northern part of 
this, again, artificial grouping of states, an artificial demand for 
labor that is completely inconsistent with what the reality is on the 
ground in Nebraska and in the surrounding states. I mean, even 
in Oklahoma it is a little over $10. 

So I would like this addressed, please, as to what this is, how 
it is determined, how we fix this so that it is more fair, but quickly. 
Because we are undermining one of the Department’s goals here by 
a statistic that is generated through some process that is unfa- 
miliar to me. 
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Dr. Woteki. Well, I had not heard about this particular statistic 
until very recently. It is derived from a survey that the National 
Agricultural Statistics Service does called the Farm Labor Survey. 

And Dr. Clark could give you a brief overview of the method- 
ology. But, also, if you would like a more in-depth consultation, we 
would be happy to provide that. 

Mr. Fortenberry. Well, I would like it fixed. I mean, that is the 
reality. I don’t think this is fair. How we are grouped all the way 
with, again, oil field workers in Nebraska who — why is this hap- 
pening? 

Again, it is inconsistent with the Department’s goals to promote 
this form of agriculture. And you are penalizing farmers, again, 
who are trying to do this the right way by using labor through a 
legal program, and I think it is fundamentally unfair. 

Dr. Woteki. As I said, sir, we would be happy to provide you 
with information about the methodology. We understand your con- 
cerns. 

[The information follows:] 

Methodology of Farm Labor Survey 

NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL STATISTICS SERVICE (NASS) 

The Department of Labor (DOL) is responsible for determining the adverse effect 
wage rates. In order to determine these rates, DOL has a reimbursable agreement 
with the National Agricultural Statistics Service (NASS). Under the agreement 
NASS collects data on the number of hired farm workers, average hours worked, 
and wage rates based on DOL specifications. 

The target population for the Farm Labor Survey includes U.S. farms with sales 
of $1,000 or more. The survey uses a combined sample size of about 12,000 farms. 
Survey data is collected for the week in which the 12th of each month occurs in Jan- 
uary, April, July, and October. Data is collected through computer-assisted tele- 
phone interviews. Personal interviews are reserved for special classes of non-re- 
spondents, some large operators, and other special cases. 

Mr. Fortenberry. Okay. I am questioning the methodology. 

Dr. Woteki. And we’d be happy to 

Mr. Fortenberry. This is a time I have right now. 

Dr. Woteki. We would be happy to talk it through with you. 

Dr. Clark. I could give you a few details. 

The adverse effect wage rate is equal to the highest of three indi- 
cators: The prevailing wage rate, the minimum wage rate, and the 
annual weighted average hourly rate for field and livestock workers 
that is published by USDA. This is a Department of Labor regula- 
tion, and it is for the H-2A. 

NASS conducts a semiannual survey that provides data annually 
at the request of the Department of Labor. This is funded by the 
Department of Labor. And that is the survey that you are referring 
to. 

And, generally speaking, it might be the highest of those three 
wage rates; so, it would be used in calculating the adverse effect 
wage rate. 

Mr. Fortenberry. What is the minimum wage in California? 

Dr. Clark. I am not sure I could tell you that. 

Mr. Farr. $10. ! 

Mr. Fortenberry. That is about 2 ¥2 lower than where I am. So 
you understand the point here? 

Dr. Clark. Yes. 
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Mr. Fortenberry. We have taken some sort of statistical model 
and applied it in realtime that is penalizing farmers who are trying 
to do this the right way and are acting consistently with the inten- 
tions of farm programs in the Department. 

But I think this has to be reviewed, again, not — with all due re- 
spect, Madam Secretary, not in my office with me, but I would like 
this reviewed now back in the Department to demonstrate — or at 
least have it reconsidered — how this is inconsistent with the reality 
of what wage rates are in Nebraska. 

Dr. Clark. We can address the survey. But, as I mentioned, it 
is not — it is done as a reimbursable survey at the request of the 
Department of Labor. 

So we are affected by the funding that is provided by the Depart- 
ment of Labor to design a survey that has the quality that you are 
seeking. 

We can have a discussion of that, but it has to be in conjunction 
with the Department of Labor that is funding this survey. 

Mr. Fortenberry. Okay. That is still not clear to me, what you 
just said. Is it the Department of Labor’s or the Department of Ag- 
riculture’s responsibility? 

Dr. Clark. We are collecting the data. We are doing it to the 
specifications that the Department of Labor is providing us and the 
budget they are providing us. And so, if the data is not at the 

Mr. Fortenberry. So you have the input data. You have respon- 
sibility for the input of data to determine the outcome that the De- 
partment of Labor is using in their survey — or as part of their re- 
port? 

Dr. Clark. We are doing the survey in conjunction with them 
under their specifications. 

Mr. Fortenberry. Okay. Fine. 

We have got a problem here. Okay? Who is going to help me? 

Dr. Woteki. Mr. Fortenberry, we will certainly look into it, and 
I will be reporting back to you. 

[The information follows:] 

Determining and Implementing the Adverse Effect Wage Rate 

NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL STATISTICS SERVICE (NASS) 

The Department of Labor (DOL) is responsible for determining the adverse effect 
wage rates. DOL has a reimbursable agreement with NASS to collect data for the 
Farm Labor Survey based on DOL specifications. DOL’s current H-2A regulations 
state that the Adverse Effect Wage Rate (AEWR) shall be equal to the highest of 
the following three indicators: (1) The Prevailing Wage Rate, (2) The Minimum 
Wage Rate, or (3) The annual weighted average hourly wage rate for field and live- 
stock workers (combined) for the region as published by USDA based on its quar- 
terly Farm Labor wage survey. 

Mr. Fortenberry. Very quickly, please. 

Dr. Woteki. Very quickly. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Farr, the Ranking Member, would like to say 
something. 

Mr. Farr. I just happened to get about 3,000 guest workers over 
the border for these programs and you have to really go through 
three departments, first of all, the Department of Labor, USDA, 
and State Department. You might want to bring all three of those 
departments into your office and see if you can clean it up. 

Mr. Fortenberry. Thank you. 
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Mr. Aderholt. At this time I would like to recognize Mr. 
Latham. But before I do, there has been a request for him to sing 
the Iowa Corn Song. 

ANTI-MICROBIAL RESISTANCE 

Mr. Latham. We did that yesterday in Statuary Hall. Thank you 
very much, Mr. Chairman. And later in private I will be glad to 
do that. But welcome. 

And, first of all, I am very pleased in the budget that you are 
not taking money out of the formula funding for places like Iowa 
State. And I know you are cheering for the Cyclones in the tour- 
nament this week, being a former dean there. 

But I was very pleased, also, in your testimony you mentioned 
that a one-dimensional approach that targets meat is inadequate 
to mitigate the problem of antimicrobial resistance. It is common 
and popular to blame the resistance solely on livestock production, 
even though the issue, as we understand it today, is far more com- 
plex and nuanced. 

Unfortunately, some Federal agencies, such as the Centers for 
Disease Control and Prevention, sometimes join in that chorus, and 
some report on resistance threats target livestock production, but 
make no mention of the overprescription and misuse of antibiotics 
by humans. 

I am curious. How much do you engage with the CDC and other 
Federal agencies on the issue? What research is USDA conducting 
on the issue? What has research shown? And can you assure us, 
I guess, that USDA talks to other agencies to get a more balanced 
approach as far as what they are saying to the public? 

Dr. Woteki. Well, Mr. Latham, we do work very closely with the 
Centers for Disease Control, with the Center for Veterinary Medi- 
cine at the Food and Drug Administration and, also, with the Na- 
tional Institutes of Health in a three-pronged approach towards 
antimicrobial resistance. 

We have a role in surveillance and — with APHIS and ARS, both, 
involved in what is called the NARMS system, the National Anti- 
microbial Resistance Monitoring System. And it is focused on three 
pathogens: E. coli 0157:H7, salmonella and Campylobacter. 

Our research programs are both conducted by ARS, and NIFA 
also sponsors research at universities across the country, land- 
grant universities like Iowa State, and that research program has 
two focuses. 

One is identifying alternatives to the use of antibiotics in live- 
stock rearing, and, secondly, on just fundamental understanding of 
the ecology of pathogens in livestock-rearing operations, how these 
resistance genes exist in the environment and are transmitted from 
the environment to livestock and then through to the consumer. 

So that research program has that fundamental emphasis, but, 
also, the real practical thing of, “What can we be doing to reduce 
the presence of these organisms in livestock rearing?” And that is 
where the third prong comes in, and that is outreach and edu- 
cation. 

So what we find from these research programs goes through to 
the extension programs, goes through the veterinary medical edu- 
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cation and animal science curricula. So it is a three-pronged ap- 
proach. 

And we are active participants with the other Federal agencies 
in a task force that is focused on antimicrobial resistance. We work 
with them under the plan that is public, out of this task force, and 
updated every few years to reflect what we have learned and new 
directions that we are heading in. 

PORCINE DISEASE 

Mr. Latham. Do you ever — a lot of producers are obviously very 
concerned that the perception out there is that, by eating meat or 
whatever, that somehow they are losing resistance. I see I am very 
short on time here. I talked too much about Iowa State. 

But I did want to know what you are doing about the PED virus 
and that situation. It is a huge issue, obviously, with the devasta- 
tion — death of up to 5 million pigs so far and what is going on. 

Dr. Woteki. Well, we share your concerns about the Porcine Epi- 
demic Diarrhea (PED) virus. ARS has had a really active program 
of research. And I think Dr. Jacobs-Young could fill you on in that. 

Dr. Jacobs-Young. So, Congressman Latham, I am sure you are 
aware that there is no current effective vaccine for PED. So we are 
working in our animal protection work in ARS to help develop a 
vaccine for PED. 

One of the things that we have recognized is that it is trans- 
ferred from fecal to oral. That is how it is transferred. 

So what we have learned early on is just management practices 
can also help mitigate some of the spread of the PED. That is 
washing hands, washing boots, keeping populations separated. 

It has the worst impact on pigs from 0 to 3 weeks old. So that 
is where it can be really devastating. So how can we impart some 
immunity in some of our older hogs. 

And so we are new on this activity. 2013, I believe, is when it 
first really reared its head. And so we are making some progress 
on that. 

And our work at the National Animal Disease Center (NADC), 
which I am sure you are very familiar with; over at Clay Center; 
and here in Beltsville, Maryland — between those three centers, we 
will get it figured out. 

Mr. Latham. Thank you very much. 

RESEARCH INFORMATION SECURITY 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you. 

Interesting article in The New York Times last month about the 
espionage. And, of course, it reports on the growing efforts to steal 
feed technology by foreign nationals. Obviously hurts American 
producers, companies, and researchers. 

Dr. Woteki, I will address to you. I know the Department of Agri- 
culture is aware of the seriousness of this problem, no doubt. 

Can you walk us through some of the things that the Depart- 
ment is doing to protect the secretive and sensitive research infor- 
mation. 

Dr. Woteki. Most certainly, Mr. Aderholt. 

In our research programs, there are really three — three pillars to 
them. And one is that, to the fullest extent we possibly can, we 
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want to share our results. And we have this ethic of sharing the 
research through publication and journals and, more recently, by 
providing data publicly online. 

But the other two pillars are we also respect the privacy issues. 
So when we enter into research agreements with companies or 
when the statistical agencies obtain data from farmers, that protec- 
tion of privacy is very important. 

And then the third pillar is the protection of intellectual property 
where, when we, again, enter into agreements with companies, 
with sharing of data, we also sign confidentiality agreements with 
them and we honor those confidentiality agreements. 

In that context, the events of intellectual property theft that you 
were referring to were ones that we found very deeply troubling. 
We have in the Agricultural Research Service undertaken a review 
of our procedures that we have in place to make sure that, first of 
all, everybody is current on their training and has a full under- 
standing of what their roles and responsibilities are and, secondly, 
to do the kind of internal audit of the way that we are operating 
to determine, you know, if we are meeting our own standards. 

So Dr. Jacobs-Young is new in this job, but she is taking these 
aspects of protection of intellectual property very seriously. 

Mr. Aderholt. What protocols are in place to ensure that foreign 
nationals who work for the Department’s research agency are not 
engaged in espionage? 

Dr. Woteki. It is very difficult to assure, as you have posed this 
question, that someone is not engaged in espionage. 

What we do do is to make sure that personnel are thoroughly 
vetted before they are hired into critical positions and, when they 
are hired, that they are properly trained and understand what our 
rules and requirements are. 

SOUTHEAST POULTRY RESEARCH LABORATORY 

Mr. Aderholt. Okay. Let me switch over to something Mr. 
Bishop had inquired about, about the President’s Opportunity, 
Growth, and Security Initiative for the design and build of the 
poultry science lab in Athens. 

Of course, as I mentioned, while we cannot consider the request 
this year because it exceeds the budget cap for fiscal year 2015, the 
subcommittee recognizes the need to invest in infrastructure for ag- 
ricultural research. 

What are we looking at as far as the length of time to design and 
build the facility? 

Dr. Woteki. I don’t have a firm timetable immediately on hand. 
I am looking to Dr. Jacobs-Young. 

Do you know the timetable? 

Dr. Jacobs-Young. From design to finish, we are talking 3 to 4 
years. 

Mr. Aderholt. Okay. Do you anticipate costs will rise and addi- 
tional appropriations are going to be needed in the future? Who- 
ever. 

Dr. Jacobs-Young. Cost of inflation. So the cost of inflation is 
the only thing that I can see from this point. As technology 
changes — we really can’t predict where technology is going to go. 
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But I assure you we will do our best to stay within the confines 
of the budget. 

Dr. Woteki. The one thing that we do know, sir, is that the 
longer that we delay in beginning this construction, the greater the 
cost is going to be. 


SPECIALTY CROPS 


Mr. Aderholt. Sure. 

What is ARS’s strategy for future investments, such as what is 
needed for specialty crops? 

Dr. Woteki. With respect to infrastructure, sir? 

Mr. Aderholt. No. Specialty crops. Well, what is ARS’s strategy 
for future investments when it is needed? I know Mr. Farr has 
noted this need for years. 

Dr. Woteki. Well, we have asked our external advisory com- 
mittee, the NAREEE board, to do a review of our portfolio of re- 
search. 

One of the recommendations that the President’s Council of Advi- 
sors on Science and Technology made — or one of the inferences, ac- 
tually, in their report was that the balance in our research portfolio 
between the major crops and the specialty crops was not appro- 
priate. 

So we have asked NAREEE Board to provide us with some ad- 
vice, to do a really thorough review of that balance within the port- 
folio. 

We do think that the specialty crops area is one in which, if the 
budget situation turns around, that there is a great opportunity for 
increased investment that will be very beneficial for American 
farmers. 

So we are looking to come back to you in a year with a report 
from our advisory committee about that balance and some rec- 
ommendations about future directions. 

Mr. Aderholt. Okay. Mr. Farr. 

FLORICULTURE 

Mr. Farr. Mr. Chairman, thank you for asking that question. I 
will just follow up quickly. 

The Secretary was in here suggesting that the unfunded bal- 
ance — the unspent balance every year of the USDA ought to be 
rolled over into a capital outlay fund and use that fund for funding 
the projects that you have prioritized. 

I appreciate — what the committee asked them to do is to take a 
look at what the Defense Department does in doing their capital 
outlay for all the different services. They have a thing called the 
FYDP, which is a 5-year list, and you get on that based on, you 
know, priority needs. 

So the services — you don’t end up just building all Air Force or 
all Army or whatever it is and they are all on merit and we never 
have any earmarks. And so it makes the process very fair. And 
that is what you have done, and I appreciate that. 

And now we have to find the money to pay for it. And so that 
is what the Secretary suggested, that we create a capital outlay 
fund, because Congress has a hard time appropriating that money 
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now that we — you know, we have to rob from Peter to pay Paul and 
nobody wants to give it up. 

There are no Peters around. Nobody wants to rob from Peter 
anymore. Lots of Pauls, but no Peters. 

But, anyway, I want to ask something about the bump — well, 
first of all, the floriculture issue. I have a lot of flower and nursery 
production in my district, and I was really surprised to see that 
your budget cuts money from that floriculture nursery research. 

That is a research program that is well supported by the indus- 
try, leverages a lot of industry funds. When there were earmarks, 
we put them in there. Congress has supported it. 

I am surprised why you would cut almost three-quarters of a mil- 
lion dollars out of the program toward administration priorities. 

Why do you pick on this program? 

Dr. Woteki. Well, each year, Congressman, we go through a 
prioritizing of projects. I think we have talked in past hearings 
about the cycles of program reviews that we go through to identify 
what 

Mr. Farr. Yeah. But why this one? Do you have any specifics? 

Dr. Woteki. Well, these are judgments of what are lower priority 
programs. Sometimes those judgments are also based on an assess- 
ment of — has the research program largely met its goals. 

So for each cycle in our budget, you are going to see this request 
for appropriation going towards a higher priority and a retiring of 
areas that are deemed to be lower priorities. 

Mr. Farr. In prioritizing that, do you also look at industry match 
and industry involvement? 

Dr. Woteki. That is certainly part of the assessment. Yes. 

Mr. Farr. I mean, road-building projects, if you don’t produce 
part of the money at the local level, I mean, in California, they 
won’t even consider it. Some counties in California and cities have 
created a special tax for just that purpose. 

But you have — it’s a sort of — you go to the first of the line if you 
are putting up money. And it seems to me that where there is 
enough interest in the industry to put up private capital to support 
balanced research, then we ought to prioritize those higher. And it 
seems like that’s here but — 

Dr. Woteki. And that is also one of the ideas behind this Foun- 
dation for Food and Agriculture research that will provide new op- 
portunities for doing that kind of partnering, accepting funds from 
external organizations to complement research programs 

SUSTAINABLE AG- RES- AND EDUCATION PROGRAM 

Mr. Farr. I think that is a great idea, and I hope you will follow 
through with that. 

Let me ask Mr. Ramaswamy about the sustainable agriculture 
and research, the SARE program. 

You know, I think it has a proven track record to delivering 
farmer-ready research innovations to farmers in the field. And I am 
pleased that you bumped it up, but it has only got about one-third 
of its authorized level. 

Why aren’t we putting more money into it? 

Dr. Ramaswamy. Thank you very much, Mr. Farr, for that ques- 
tion. And, indeed, you are right. The SARE program has done very 
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well in supporting — or helping to develop sustainable approaches to 
production agriculture. 

And so, as we were developing the budget for 2014, we stayed 
within the bipartisan agreement and, looking at increasing one 
place, you had to come up with an offset in some other place. 

And so, as you might well imagine, there are a lot of programs 
that really need — desperately need very significant increases in 
funding. And so we had to, you know, juggle these numbers across 
all the different lines. 

As you know, we have about 60 different lines that we have 
within NIFA and we are trying to figure out how best to support 
all of these different programs. You know, like you, we’re sup- 
portive of the SARE program as well. 

Mr. Farr. Well, I think it goes to the former question, too. I 
mean, these are all specialty crop issues, and it seems to me that 
so much of our research, as you have indicated, is tilted and their 
facilities and everything else have been about traditional — the com- 
modity programs. And we’d like some parity here. 

Dr. Ramaswamy. In addition to the SARE program, of course, we 
have got the Specialty Crop Research Initiative, the Organic Re- 
search and Extension Initiative, and other programs that the indi- 
viduals that seek support for SARE could apply to those other pro- 
grams as well. So we have seen an increase in those, including the 
Agriculture and Food Research Initiative as well. 

So, hopefully, you know, we are trying to meet the needs that are 
out there. Obviously, as you stated in your opening statement, it 
is not commensurate with the needs that are out there 

Mr. Farr. I would be interested in what you just said about they 
can apply to the other programs. Would you give us a list of how 
many of those have been funded from the other programs? 

Dr. Ramaswamy. Yes, sir. 

[The information follows:] 

Sustainable Agriculture Research Funding 

National Institute of Food and Agriculture is now advancing sustainable agri- 
culture practices as a part of many new programs that did not exist when SARE 
was the primary funding source for sustainable agriculture research and extension. 
Many of these programs were created and/or funded through the 2008 and 2014 
Farm Bills. These include the Specialty Crop Research Initiative (SCRI), the Or- 
ganic Agriculture Research and Extension Initiative, the Beginning Farmer and 
Rancher Development Program (BFRDP), the Agriculture and Food Research Initia- 
tive and the Community Food Projects Competitive Grants Program. 

In comparing the lists of SARE grant recipients between 2008 and 2013 with the 
grant recipients from these other programs, we found that eight individuals had re- 
ceived funding from SARE and one of these other programs. In fact, one of the re- 
cipients was Dr. Press at University of California, Santa Cruz. In general these re- 
cipients had smaller SARE grants first which were followed later with larger grants 
from the BFRDP or SCRI. The following is the list of grant recipients who received 
a grant from both SARE and one of the other programs. 

• Leigh Adcock, Women, Food and Agriculture Network, SARE and BFRDP; 

• Douglas Collins, Washington State University, SARE and BFRDP; 

• Sally Miller, Ohio State University, SARE and SCRI; 

• Michael Morris, National Center for Appropriate Technology, SARE and 
BFRDP; 

• Daniel Press, University of California, SARE and BFRDP; 

• Anusuya Rangarajan, Cornell University, SARE and BFRDP; 

• Harald Scherm, University of Georgia, SARE and SCRI; and 

• Glenn Teves, University of Hawaii, SARE and BFRDP. 
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Mr. Farr. I would like to share those with my growers. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Nunnelee. 

ARS LEADERSHIP 

Mr. Nunnelee. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I presume I need to ask Dr. Jacobs-Young, unless somebody else 
could better answer the questions. 

The Agricultural Research Service has their five-state mid-south 
headquarters in Stoneville, Mississippi. Last year, the mid-south 
director, Dr. Ed King, retired. And I just need to know a timetable 
on filling that vacancy. 

Dr. Jacobs-Young. Thank you for that question, Congressman 
Nunnelee. 

Yes. We definitely miss Dr. Ed King. He was a historical monu- 
ment in ARS. And so we miss his leadership. 

The timetable — we are looking at October 1st where we are going 
to do a little bit of reshuffling of our senior executives in ARS. And 
so October 1st we will have a permanent — our plans are to have 
a permanent senior executive in place. 

Currently, we have an acting area director, Dr. Dan Upchurch, 
who is also — you know, he is great. So he is serving in that posi- 
tion. And Archie Tucker, who is the number two there, has also 
been there for many, many years. So it is under great leadership. 

CHILDHOOD OBESITY 

Mr. Nunnelee. All right. Thank you. 

One other question. Last month researchers at the Centers for 
Disease Control and Prevention published an article that claimed 
that prevalence of obesity among preschoolers had fallen by 43 per- 
cent in the last decade. 

Since then, numerous researchers have said that the headlines 
were simply too good to be true. As a statistician and economist, 
I hope you can shed some light on the issue. 

Dr. Bohman. Well, thank you, Mr. Nunnelee. 

You are asking about one of these perennial research questions 
on the changes in obesity, what is causing them, what are links to 
government programs, such as school nutrition or the Supple- 
mental Nutrition Assistance Program. 

And the Economic Research Service has active work in this area. 
We bring our strength in understanding consumer demand and 
data. And we have also found some positive results in nutrition 
trends. 

We released a study a couple of months ago that looked at 
changes in diet using data from the National Center for Health 
Statistics, the National Health and Nutrition Examination Survey 
(NHANES survey), over the period of the recent recession, and we 
find that during that period you see an improvement in diet. 

Some attributed this to people eating out less, where we do know 
that data shows us that the food consumed in restaurants is of 
higher fat and lower nutritional value, but, also, some evidence 
that people who read nutrition labels and pay attention to dietary 
advice have seen improvements in diet over this period. 
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We have also looked at research on whether SNAP participants 
have better diets than nonparticipants. We see a mixed result, de- 
pending on whether you look at fats or which types of foods. 

So I think it is still an open question, but we have seen some 
positive results, and we see a need to continue investing in re- 
search in this area. 

Mr. Nunnelee. Thank you. 

I yield back, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Aderholt. Ms. Pingree. 

POLLINATOR HEALTH 

Ms. Pingree. Thank you very much, Mr. Chair. Again, thank 
you for all your input this morning. 

I want to talk a little bit about the pollinator research in the Fis- 
cal Year 2015 budget. I think we have all heard a lot about the 
concerns in American agriculture. 

Obviously, there is a huge dependence on honeybees to populate 
the crops. Some estimates say we are losing 30 percent of our hon- 
eybee colonies every year. So, obviously, there is a lot of interest 
in acting on this and putting in more research on it. 

I signed a letter that many of my colleagues signed to the Presi- 
dent last month, urging that his budget include increased funding 
and research for the causes of colony collapse disorder, and I was 
pleased to see in the President’s proposal that the creation of the 
Innovation Institutes — one of them would receive up to $5 million 
to focus on this. 

Given that this is a $20 million impact, in a sense, on the indus- 
try, is this enough? Can you talk a little bit about what you are 
likely to do, should this come through, and sort of your concerns 
on this issue. 

Dr. Woteki. Well, we have received numerous letters from Mem- 
bers of Congress over this past year 

Ms. Pingree. We like our honeybees. 

Dr. Woteki [continuing]. With an emphasis on doing more on 
pollinator health. 

So this innovation institute is one response that we are pro- 
posing. It would be a way to partner with the private sector and, 
really, to focus research on understanding what are — at least a half 
dozen different hypotheses about what is causing the decline in 
honeybees and in pollinators, in general. 

And through that — and, again, because these innovation insti- 
tutes would be public-private partnerships, also focusing on getting 
the solutions coming out of those insights into the hands of bee- 
keepers and farmers and changing whatever agricultural practices 
we may have to change in a way that will support pollinators and, 
also, support pollination and be an economically feasible approach 
for American agriculture. 

We are also partnering with a number of other agencies within 
USD A and with agencies external to USDA in planning those ef- 
forts and in coordinating the research that is already underway in 
this very important problem area. 

So we hope that, through this combined effort of continuing our 
ongoing activities and then augmenting them with an innovation 
institute, that that focused level of activity within a defined period 
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of time is going to provide some real insights and some products 
and practices that can be adopted to help immediately. 

Ms. Pingree. Just a little follow-up on that. I mean, this is pro- 
posed funding, and you said that you are already doing some re- 
search. I think a lot of people see this as a crisis in the industry 
and, obviously, having a huge impact already. 

Have you made some strides? I mean, are we getting close? Are 
there some practices that you are already suggesting? Because it 
is hard to talk about it in the future when it is so imminent. 

Dr. Woteki. Dr. Ramaswamy happens to be an entomologist and 
for my team has been our lead person on this pollinator inter- 
agency work and activity. 

So, Sonny, why don’t you just 

Dr. Ramaswamy. Thank you very much, Congresswoman Pin- 
gree. 

And, indeed, the U.S. Department of Agriculture is investing 
quite a bit of resources in addressing honeybee health in general 
and also looking at other pollinators as well. 

And between the Agricultural Research Service and the National 
Institute of Food and Agriculture, we are investing in the neighbor- 
hood of around about $25 million a year currently in addressing 
particularly honeybee health. But as I said, you know, bumblebees 
and other pollinators are being impacted as well. 

And, specifically, a couple of examples about things that are 
going on: We have the community of scientists that are working to- 
gether, including our extension specialists and the extension edu- 
cators as well that come together collaboratively to work across the 
United States in multidisciplinary teams. 

They have identified some of the reasons for why we have de- 
clines in the population of bees, the honeybee specifically, and 
these relate to the loss of habitat. These relate to the parasites and 
pathogens, such as viruses and varroa mites. These relate to the 
nutritional status of honeybees. 

These relate to what we call migration because we are trans- 
porting bees long distances. As you might well know, well over half 
the honeybee hives are used to pollinate almonds like in the month 
of February, which is when they should be resting. 

So there are a lot of factors that go into this. Those have now 
been identified. And in addition to identifying those, there is work 
that is going on across the board, whether it is Federal scientists 
or State-based scientists, coming up with ways of, you know, im- 
proving the genetics of the honeybees. There are some really excel- 
lent discoveries that have been made in that realm. 

Also, for varroa mites, there have been some new ways of con- 
trolling them that includes technologies related to biotechnology 
that is called interference RNA methods, and it, you know, hits the 
varroa mites. There is also some biopesticides that are in the proc- 
ess of being registered. One of those biopesticides is from hop, you 
know, the hop plant that goes into flavoring beer. 

There are these hop beta acids and that is in the process — again, 
based on research that the Agricultural Research Service, scientists 
have undertaken, and that is in the process of being registered cur- 
rently as a biopesticide. 
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So we have made a lot of progress and, unfortunately, it is al- 
most like a moving target and we need to continue to invest our 
intellectual and monetary resources to address that. 

Ms. PlNGREE. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Fortenberry. 

Dr. Clark. Maybe I could add something to that. One of the 
things that has been missing is an information base. NASS has 
had a survey of beekeepers where they have been measuring honey 
production. 

But this survey we have an initiative to include in this sur- 

vey questions related to colony losses, pests and parasites, manage- 
ment practices, crops pollinated, and locations served, as well as 
estimates of revenues and expenses, which will help us provide a 
benchmark to know what is happening and then could be repeated 
in the future to see if any of the research that is being conducted 
has an impact. 

Ms. PlNGREE. So my time is up. But this is a survey you are pro- 
posing to do or are in the process of doing it? 

Dr. Clark. It is in the budget. We are proposing $2 million to 
expand our current survey of honeybee production. 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Fortenberry. 

FARM WORKER WAGES 

Mr. Fortenberry. Thanks, Mr. Chairman. 

I want to return briefly to this adverse effect wage rate issue 
simply to make my point in a little more conciliatory manner. Since 
becoming a Member of Congress, one of my key policy concerns is 
how do we ensure that we have a robust agricultural sector. 

And that is a very broad spectrum and production agriculture is 
at its heart and that is essential, but we have also worked on try- 
ing to figure out ways to expand the ag family. And in the farm 
bill we have had all kinds of new and emerging policies to help 
small beginning farmers and specialty crop farmers. 

So here I stumble upon a circumstance where we are doing ex- 
actly the policy outcome and they are being affected by a strange 
type of statistical problem that is being generated in a cross-juris- 
dictional manner between the Department of Labor and the De- 
partment of Agriculture. This is why I think I am coming across 
so passionately about this. 

I don’t want to see them go out of business. And they can’t com- 
pete based upon this higher wage rate which is being foisted upon 
them, but is inconsistent with wage rates, I would suggest, all 
around us where I live. We have a grouping of States here that 
have disproportionately high adverse effect wage rates. It seems 
very peculiar, given the other States where minimum wage and 
prevailing wages are much, much higher. 

That is why I am saying please get to the bottom of this quickly. 
I understand the entangled explanation — or I didn’t fully under- 
stand the entangled explanation of how this has cross-jurisdictional 
boundaries, but I am just trying to get to the bottom of how we re- 
evaluate this quickly before these farmers give it up because they 
simply cannot compete based upon what is being told to them by 
the government in a policy that is inconsistent with other policies 
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across the hall. So that is why I want to push this and make this 
clear. 

Dr. Woteki. We understand, sir. 

CENTERS FOR AGRICULTURAL EXCELLENCE 

Mr. Fortenberry. Thank you. 

The second issue I wanted to raise briefly is we have a wonderful 
community college in northeast Nebraska called Northeast Commu- 
nity College. They have written to you asking — with their interest 
in becoming one of the Centers for Agricultural Excellence. 

And I know that is in the farm bill — that is authorized in the 
farm bill. I would appreciate any consideration you could give 
them. They have a long agricultural tradition there. I think the ini- 
tial response from you was that this has not been funded pre- 
viously. 

But do you anticipate these centers developing in the near term? 

Dr. Woteki. Well, I was in Omaha in January and had the op- 
portunity, actually, to have lunch with the President of Northeast 
Community College. 

Mr. Fortenberry. Okay. I am sure he told you what I just told 
you. 

Dr. Woteki. Yes. And they have a great concept for the develop- 
ment of agriculture as part of the college curriculum. 

At the time that we met, what I was referring to was that there 
was a provision in the 2008 farm bill for Centers of Excellence. We 
were unable to use that authority as it had been enacted without 
an appropriation to go with it. 

With the new farm bill, there is additional language that Dr. 
Ramaswamy and his team 

Mr. Fortenberry. He knows a lot about Nebraska. 

Dr. Woteki [continuing]. Have been thinking through how they 
are going to implement this new authority. 

So, Sonny, you want to talk about your current thinking. 

Dr. Ramaswamy. Right. Thank you very much, Dr. Woteki. 

And thank you, Congressman Fortenberry. Good to see you 
again, sir. 

Indeed, within the AFRI program — the Agriculture and Food Re- 
search Initiative — we have an opportunity to create these Centers 
of Excellence. And so we have a team of individuals that is putting 
together the approach that we are going to take. 

And as you likely know, Deputy Secretary Krysta Harden is, you 
know, helping us look through the Farm Bill and how do we ap- 
proach these things, and we are putting together as we go for- 
ward — and I can’t tell you a lot more because we are still devel- 
oping it. 

It could potentially offer an opportunity. I don’t know. I mean, 
in this particular case, I read the letter as well, and I have spoken 
to a lot of other community colleges as well about, you know, the 
possibility of engaging them in creating the pipeline of young peo- 
ple that we need to — that needs to come into the agricultural work- 
force, the scientific disciplines, et cetera. 

And as it has been construed in the language in the Farm Bill, 
it is more about offering funding for research enterprises — research 
and education enterprises if the community college in Nebraska 
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partners with the University of Nebraska in Lincoln, Iowa State, 
and others as a member — as a consortium, as it were. They will be 
able to participate in this as well. 

By themselves, for the land that they have that they would like 
to utilize in offering education and research sorts of opportunities, 
in and of itself, I don’t know if they will be able to be competitive. 
So it might be a separate conversation with them and connecting 
them with Ronnie Green and others. 

Mr. Fortenberry. Sure. That is an absolutely fair answer be- 
cause we do an extraordinarily large amount of agricultural re- 
search through the university system and we are proud of that. 

And I somewhat anticipated that might be a potential outcome 
here, but I did just want to raise the issue for your awareness. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chair. 

Mr. Aderholt. As we conclude, I am going to go ahead and rec- 
ognize Mr. Farr. 


CALIFORNIA DROUGHT 

Mr. Farr. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I guess these 
are last questions. 

But Governor Brown of California has had an emergency declara- 
tion of the drought that exists there. He has asked Congress and 
the President to declare a national disaster. 

I don’t think Obama has done that — President Obama has done 
that yet. But I am sure your department must have been asked 
what you might do to help mitigate the problem. That is all we are 
talking about in California, is the drought. 

And I wondered if you had any — and we all know the conserva- 
tion and all that stuff. Is there anything innovative coming out of 
the department that might be helpful? 

And, particularly, agriculture gets a bad rap because of the water 
they use, and we are pitting the population of California, the 
urban — I mean, it is the L.A. Basin where all the people live and 
where all the food they eat is consumed. 

But, you know, there are constantly letters to the editor com- 
plaining about the lack of best management practices in agri- 
culture. So time is really short. But if you have anything you are 
working on, I would like to know about it. 

Dr. Woteki. Well, one of them is a new initiative within the com- 
petitive grants program that Dr. Ramaswamy has initiated. 

Dr. Ramaswamy. Thank you very much, Mr. Farr. 

Indeed, we have just released — just about a month ago we have 
released a request for applications in the water area in the Agri- 
culture and Food Research Initiative, and we are proposing to in- 
vest $30 million over the next 5 years. And the intent there is 
very 

Mr. Farr. 30 million bucks? That is nothing. 

Dr. Ramaswamy. For starters. I mean, we are hoping to continue 
to make investments, and ARS and other sister agencies within 
USDA are also making very significant investments — intellectual 
investments as well as monetary investments in this area. 

Mr. Farr. But it seems to me what we are doing mostly in our 
area is reclamation. And, frankly, the State kind of led that. Feds 
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were way behind in being able to use, you know, sewage water 
treated 

Dr. Ramaswamy. Right. In addition to this particular request for 
applications, we are also supporting efforts in water reuse and re- 
cycling, in genetics and plant breeding, in improving varieties that 
can be drought-tolerant and salt-tolerant, et cetera. 

So there are a number of programs, and we could certainly pro- 
vide you a list of things that we are supporting and 

Mr. Farr. Well, it might be very helpful just to — maybe in con- 
junction with the ag department in California and others, to pull 
together kind of the state-of-the-art knowledge and stuff that we 
have in all these different areas so at least people who are search- 
ing for some innovation can find out where to find it. 

It would be helpful for all of us in — you know, with 54 Members 
of Congress from California who are all asking this question, and 
it would be — I think it might be helpful. 

And there is nothing — without more rain, there is no — nobody 
wins. You can’t build anything fast enough to meet this year. But 
we certainly will be — I think we are going to get through it just by 
squeezing every drop out of the system. 

Dr. Jacobs-Young. So, Congressman Farr, currently ARS in- 
vests a little over $30 million a year in drought research. And so 
we are — similar to what Dr. Ramaswamy talked about, we are 
looking at optimized irrigation systems. “How do we get more crop 
per drop?” is what the National Program Leader (NAL) told me 
about. 

We are looking at using nontraditional water sources, looking at 
salinity-tolerant crops and then, most importantly, building pre- 
dictive systems. 

We have a system that is called the evaporative stress index, 
which is able to predict drought and, so, giving producers an oppor- 
tunity to make decisions ahead of the drought actually occurring. 

And so that system is currently able to produce predictions a cou- 
ple of weeks ahead of our traditional systems that we currently 
have in place. And so we are working on more predictive systems 
for 

Mr. Farr. I don’t know if that is as effective as just getting this 
total use of water. I mean, it has got to be used over and over 
again. We don’t use it enough. 

And I think California therein is the answer, is that we are going 
to develop some more productions out of saltwater. We are going 
to probably do a lot more inground storage on drawing water off 
the rivers in peak flow. 

We are probably going to build some more off-stream reservoirs, 
not on-stream. We are not for dams. And I think we can build the 
infrastructure that can be consistent in low-rain years. 

But I think it is that technology in drip irrigation, reclamation, 
all of that kind of micro stuff, that is really going to be almost 
mandatory in the industry. 

And I think that is where you could really be helpful, showing 
us the science that you know about how little you can get by on. 

Dr. Ramaswamy. Indeed. And there is a lot of wonderful work 
that is going on in California, ARS labs as well as the University 
of California (UC) system as well. And we will get you a 
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Mr. Farr. A list. 

Dr. Ramaswamy [continuing]. A composite list of it. 
[The information follows:] 
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Drought Research 

Agricultural Research Service (ARS) 

Water management is one of four major problem areas being addressed in ARS' 
National Research Program in Water Availability and Watershed Management. At 
the national level, ARS is working to develop irrigation scheduling technologies 
to improve water use efficiency, including the use of sensors and sensor systems 
to reduce excess water losses during irrigation; improve our knowledge of crop 
water productivity, in other words, increasing "crop per drop", including the 
development of more effective remote sensing tools for estimating regional-scale 
crop water use; develop improved irrigation application methods that increase 
agricultural water-use efficiency; and develop strategies to improve the 
productivity of dryland and rain-fed farming systems as an alternative to 
irrigated agriculture. This nationwide research contributes significantly to 
drought mitigation in California and elsewhere throughout the United States. 

Current ARS water research conducted in California focuses, in general, on 
reducing agriculture's water footprint, particularly on freshwater resources, 
and on increasing "crop per drop." One primary research effort currently 
underway is to develop protocols for the use of "non-traditional waters," 
including brackish and saline surface and groundwaters, treated municipal 
wastewaters, and industrial wastewaters, to support agricultural production. As 
part of this effort, ARS scientists in California are selecting and breeding 
salt- and toxic-ion tolerant crop cultivars; developing guidelines for 
irrigation application methods and management and scheduling for degraded and 
reused waters from a variety of sources; and developing guidelines for water 
quality criteria models and management practices for irrigation with degraded 
waters, including salinity assessment, leaching requirements, and toxic 
elements. Another primary research effort is on the development of more 
efficient irrigation techniques that reduce irrigation water consumption using 
technologies like drip and subsurface drip irrigation that reduce evaporative 
water loss common with spray and canal-based irrigation systems. Because of the 
associated soil disturbance, subsurface drip irrigation is most appropriate for 
perennial crops, such as grapes, while drip irrigation is suitable for use with 
annual plants as well. While more expensive than ditch or spray irrigation, the 
investment makes particular sense for the variety of high-value specialty crops 
that represent a significant proportion of California's agricultural production. 

ARS water research projects currently being conducted in California are: 

• Developing Sustainable Cropping Systems to Improve Water Productivity and 
Protect Water and Soil Quality in Irrigated Agriculture, Parlier, 
California; 

• Crop Genetic Improvement and Crop Management in Irrigated Areas Affected 
by Salinity and Toxic Ions, Riverside, California; 

• Effects of Agricultural Water Management and Land Use Practices on 
Regional Water Quality, Riverside, California; and 

• Integrated Field Scale Management Systems for Use of Degraded Waters, 
Riverside, California. 
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National Institute of Food and Agriculture 

Agriculture/ across the value chain/ is the greatest consumptive user of water 
resources in the United States and around the world. Perhaps the greatest 
challenge facing agricultural producers will be adapting water management to an 
increasingly variable climate/ resulting from catastrophic events such as 
prolonged drought conditions. Adaptation will be extremely difficult/ in part, 
because other demands for water will continue to increase. 

NIFA's approach to addressing the issues of for water for agriculture will focus 
on a better understanding of: 1) the future of supply and demand for water 
across the agricultural value chain, including the effects of applying non- 
traditional water (e.g., recycled water) as agricultural irrigation; 2) the 
increasing effects of climatic variability on water resources by improving 
drought responsiveness and preparedness; and 3) societal aspects (e.g., 
population growth, value and water conservation) including national, regional 
and local policy that affect water availability. NIFA has awarded funds to 
research institutions in California to address the adaptation of food production 
systems such as rice and horticulture crops, through improvements of plant 
varieties tolerant to drought and heat conditions, and best management practices 
for efficient water usage and water reuse technologies, at the state and 
national level. As of fiscal year 2013, NIFA has 9 active, competitively-awarded 
projects in California institutions totaling $10.6 million focused on drought 
and water resources. 

Active NIFA Projects in California Institutions Addressing Drought 


Grantee 

Project 

Amount 

NIFA Program 

University of 

California, 

Berkley 

STABILITY IN RANGELAND 

PRODUCTION WITH INCREASED 
PRECIPITATION VARIABILITY: 

LINKING FUNCTIONAL DIVERSITY AND 
NUTRIENT RETENTION 

$499,000 

AGRICULTURE AND 
FOOD RESEARCH 
INITIATIVE (AFRI) 
FOUNDATIONAL: 

MICROBIAL 

COMMUNITIES IN 
SOILS 

University of 

California, 

Davis 

NEXT GENERATION LETTUCE 

BREEDING: GENES TO GROWERS 

$2, 518, 477 

SPECIALTY CROP 
RESEARCH 

INI TAT I VE 

University of 

California, 

Davis 

GENOME WIDE ANALYSIS OF DROUGHT 

AND SALT-TOLERANCE IN WILD AND 
DOMESTICATED TOMATO SPECIES 

$143,077 

AFRI: POST 

DOCTORAL 

FELLOWSHIPS 

University of 

California, 

Davis 

CONSERVATION AND DIVERGENCE IN 

THE COMMON BEAN (PHASEOLUS 
VULGARIS) GENOME DURING 
DOMESTICATION ASSESSED BY NEXT- 
GENERATION SEQUENCING 

$400,000 

AFRI 

FOUNDATIONAL: 
PLANT BREEDING 

FOR 

AGRI CULTLURAI, 
PRODUCTION 

University of 

California, 

Davis 

TOLERANCE TO WATER STRESS IN 
TOMATO: GENETICS AND GENOMICS 

$497,411 

AFRI 

FOUNDATIONAL: 
BIOLOGY OF 
AGRICULTURAL 
PLANTS 

University of 

California, 

Davis 

AN OPTIMIZED INTROGRESSION LINE 
LIBRARY AND TRANSCRIPTOME 

SEQUENCE OF SOLANUM SITIENS: 

NOVEL RESOURCES FOR TOMATO 
BREEDING AND RESEARCH 

$500,000 

AFRI 

FOUNDATIONAL: 
PLANT BREEDING 

FOR 

AGRI CULTLURAL 
PRODUCTION 
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Grantee 

Project 

Amount 

NIFA Program 

University of 

California, 

Davis 

IMPROVING BARLEY AND WHEAT 
GERMPLASM FOR CHANGING 
ENVIRONMENTS 

$5,000, 000 

AFRI: CLIMATE 
CHANGE 

University of 

California, 

Riverside 

MOLECULAR DISSECTION OF 

QUIESENCE MECHANISMS CONFERRED 

BY THE SUBMERGENCE- 1 LOCUS OF 

RICE UNDER SUBMERGENCE AND 

DROUGHT 

$500, 000 

AFRI 

FOUNDATIONAL: 

BIOLOGY OF 

AGRICULTURAL 

PLANTS 

US DA, 

Agricultural 

Research 

Service 

Pacific West 
Area 

DEVELOPING SUSTAINABLE WATER 
MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES FOR 
VINEYARDS 

$562, 035 

SPECIALTY CROP 

RESEARCH 

INITATIVE 
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FARM AND RANCH IRRIGATION SURVEY 

Dr. Clark. Could I just add that the National Agricultural Sta- 
tistics Service, as part of the Census of Agriculture, conducts the 
Farm and Ranch Irrigation Survey, and we just will complete that 
data and release it in October of this year, covering the previous 
year. 

This survey is done every 5 years. So we will give you at least 
the information on what practices are and the changes that have 
happened between 2013 and the past 5 years. 

Mr. Farr. That would only be helpful for us if it was done on 
California almost by county because it is not — you know, who cares 
what the national standard is? We only care about our own back- 
yard. 

Dr. Clark. I know we have State data. I don’t know if it is at 
the county level. But it is a survey. 

[The information follows:] 

Farm and Ranch Irrigation Survey 

NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL STATISTICS SERVICE (NASS) 

NASS estimates it will release the results of the Farm and Ranch Irrigation Sur- 
vey in November 2014. These results are based on regions or States that have a 
large enough sample. California is included among those States with a large enough 
sample to publish by States, but not by county. 

FOUNDATION FOR FOOD AND AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you. 

Well, as we conclude today, thank you for being here. 

Let me just ask Dr. Woteki one last thing. You note in your testi- 
mony about the 2014 farm bill created the Foundation for Food and 
Agricultural Research, provided $200 million in mandatory funding 
for it, USDA is directed to stand up the foundation. 

What is your time frame, expecting that to be operating? 

Dr. Woteki. Well, we expect the Foundation to be up and oper- 
ating in mid-summer. The Secretary did a listening session about 
the farm bill implementation a few weeks ago and, at that point, 
indicated that was our time line. 

Mr. Aderholt. Okay. Thank you. 

All right. Well, again, thank you each for being here this morn- 
ing and for your testimony. We look forward to working with you 
as we progress with the fiscal year 2015 budget. Thank you. 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
US DA RESEARCH, EDUCATION, AND ECONOMICS MISSION AREA 
QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 

HOUSE AGRICULTURE APPROPRIATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE HEARING 
MARCH 26, 2014 

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY CHAIRMAN ROBERT ADERHOLT 
REE Mission Area 
Methyl Bromide Transition 

Mr. Aderholt : Please update the summary provided in the fiscal year 
2013 hearing record regarding all USDA research and extension activities 
related to methyl bromide transition, including the participating agencies 
and funding, for fiscal years 2009 through 2012. Also describe USDA' s plan 
for fiscal years 2014 and 2015. 

Response: The Agricultural Research Service (ARS) Methyl Bromide 
Alternatives National Program encompasses research to determine alternatives 
to this pesticide. 

Selected research highlights for fiscal years 2009-2013 include: 

• Developed irradiation quarantine treatment for rice weevil. 

• Used tiny radio frequency tags to track fruit flies and study response 
to attractants, providing better ways to monitor these insects. 

• Showed that shelf-life-extending low oxygen packaging of fresh fruits 
could be combined with irradiation to eliminate quarantine pests. 

• Demonstrated new male annihilation technique using a special 
formulation of attractant and natural-product insecticide for control 
of a number of fruit fly species. 

• Discovered metabolic pathways of fruit flies through a proteomic 
approach, providing the means to improve sterile insect technique 
control . 

• Developed methods to monitor parasitic wasps that are natural enemies 
of navel orangeworm, providing better control of this pest that used to 
be controlled with methyl bromide. 

• Showed that under the right conditions, nitric oxide could be an 
effective replacement for methyl bromide. 

• Showed that navel orangeworm was more significant to stored walnuts 
than previously estimated, facilitating targeted control to replace 
methyl bromide and protecting an industry worth one billion dollars per 
year. 

• Found that Hessian fly in hay, a pest that can prevent export, is 
killed by natural drying prior to baling hay for export. 

• Identified factors that cause navel orangeworm to damage pistachios, 
making it possible to protect 225,000 acres of this commodity without 
fumigation . 
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* Advanced the use of phosphine for low temperature fumigation of 
delicate fresh commodities like lettuce by absorbing damaging carbon 
dioxide . 

• Elucidated the biology of two important fruit flies, providing 
potential strategies for better integrated control. 

* Identified cubeb oil as a powerful attractant of redbay Ambrosia 
beetle, an invasive pest threatening laurels in the U.S., including 
avocados . 

• A combination of sulfur dioxide fumigation and cold treatment as a 
postharvest alternative to methyl bromide fumigation for controlling 
spotted wing drosophila ( Drosophila suzukii) in California-grown table 
grapes was developed, greatly enhancing the ability of growers to 
export table grapes and sweet cherries. 

Critical use exemptions approved for use of methyl bromide in 2015 are 
less than 1.5% of the 1991 baseline amount of methyl bromide used. Further 
research is currently addressing the remaining 2 percent of use, which 
consists of recalcitrant problems and new problems that have emerged in some 
cases as alternatives have been implemented. In FY 2013, tJSDA research was 
focused on seeking economically viable alternatives for pests and diseases 
where methyl bromide is still currently needed. This includes addressing the 
recent loss of methyl iodide (an alternative to methyl bromide) following its 
removal from the marketplace by the manufacturer (Arysta) in March 2012. The 
methyl bromide replacement program was combined with programs on crop 
protection and soil health in FY 2013 in order to leverage the resources of 
the three programs for more effective solutions. For FY 2014 and FY 2015, 
research on replacement of methyl bromide will continue to focus on finding 
alternative methods to provide integrated pest management of key pests and 
pathogens before storage, development of alternative fumigation and treatment 
methods, and development of advanced methods for detection of pests in 
commodities . 


ARS base research activity related to methyl bromide transition 
funding in fiscal year 2009 was $19,497,000; fiscal year 2010 was 
$19,756,000; fiscal year 2011 was $20,196,000; fiscal year 2012 was 
$18,362,000; fiscal year 2013 was $15,775,000; fiscal year 2014 is estimated 
at $16,756,000; and fiscal year 2015 is estimated at $16,561,00. 

The National Institute of Food and Agriculture also supports research 
on methyl bromide and provided $3,304,000 in FY 2009, $3,801,000 in FY 2010, 
$2,914,000 in FY 2011, $2, 376, 000 in FY 2012, and $2,397,000 estimated for FY 
2013. Estimated funding for FY 2014 and FY 2015 is $2,448,000 and $495,000, 
respectively. Estimates include funding for capacity/formula funds in 
addition to the Integrated Activities Account - Methyl Bromide Transition 
(MBT) program. In FY 2014, the MBT program will focus on developing pest 
management technologies and interventions to replace Methyl Bromide 
fumigation for industries affected by the international regulatory phase out. 
The program calls for adaptive, short term pest management solutions and 
economic analysis of transition costs. Additionally, the program may fund 
proposals for economic impact analysis of commodities that have already lost 
the use of Methyl Bromide. In FY 2015, NIFA is not requesting funding for 
the MBT program. Howex^er, alternatives to methyl bromide research may be 
addressed through a comprehensive integrated pest management strategy funded 
under the Integrated Activities' Crop Protection/Pest Management (CP/PM) 
program. 
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The Economic Research Service (ERS) conducted no research in this area 
during fiscal years 2009 through 2011. During fiscal year 2012, ERS 
conducted analysis of the current economic issues of the U.S. Methyl Bromide 
phaseout and critical use exemptions with funding of $67,116, and in 2013 
analyzed how the methyl bromide phaseout affected California strawberry 
production with funding of $16,444. ERS plans no research for fiscal years 
2014 and 2015 in this area. 

[The information follows:] 



FY 2009 
Enacted 

FY 2010 
Enacted 

FY 2011 
Enacted 

FY 2012 
Enacted 

FY 2013 
Enacted 

FY 2014 
Estimate 

FY 2015 
Budget 

Methyl 

Bromide 

Research 

0 

0 

0 

$67,116 

$16,444 

0 

0 

Total 

0 

0 

0 

$67, 116 

$16,444 

0 

0 


ARS and NIFA Funding for Methyl Bromide 


Mr. Aderholt: Please update the chart included in the fiscal year 2013 
hearing record showing the funding level for ARS's and NIFA' s work on methyl 
bromide for each of the fiscal years 2000 through 2013 and estimated for 
fiscal year 2014. 

Response: The information is provided for the record. 

[The information follows:] 



ARS Funding 

NIFA Funding 

2000 Actual 

$14,855, 000 

$2,558, 000 

2001 Actual 

16, 681,000 

2, 944,000 

2002 Actual 

17,880, 000 

2, 847,000 

2003 Actual 

18, 051, 000 

3,817, 000 

2004 Actual 

18, 046, 000 

3, 385, 000 

2005 Actual 

18,200, 000 

3, 817,000 

2006 Actual 

18,288,000 

3, 657,000 

2007 Actual 

19, 081, 000 

3,785, 000 

2008 Actual 

19, 602,000 

3, 506, 000 

2009 Actual 

19, 497, 000 

3, 304,000 

2010 Actual 

19,756, 000 

3,801, 000 

2011 Actual 

20, 196,000 

2, 914, 000 

2012 Actual 

18,362,000 

2, 376, 000 

2013 Estimate* 

15,775,000 

2, 397,000 

2014 Estimate 

16,756,000 

2,448, 000 

2015 Estimate 

16, 561, 000 

495, 000 


*FY 2013 is still an estimate for NIFA. FY 2013 reporting is not 
complete . 
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Organic Agriculture 

Mr, Aderholt: Please update the summary provided in the fiscal year 
2013 hearing record regarding all USDA research and extension activities 
related to organic agriculture, including the participating agencies and 
funding, for fiscal years 2009 through 2012, Also describe USDA' s plan for 
fiscal years 201 and 2015. 

ARS conducts research directly addressing the needs of organic 
producers at 19 ARS locations across the United States. ARS organic research 
emphasizes whole-system preventive solutions, rather than one-for-one 
substitution of conventional production materials and practices with organic 
ones. ARS provides significant information resources through the National 
Agricultural Library, Alternative Farming Systems Information Center. 

Organic research conducted by ARS is under the National Program for 
Sustainable Agricultural Systems and is guided by a new nationwide research 
action plan developed using stakeholder input. Over the past year, ARS 
scientists developed research projects addressing needs outlined in the new 
action plan. The priorities for research projects are: 1) field research to 
improve understanding of biological and cultural management practices 
including yield limiting factors, nutrient and weed management, and 
integrating cover crop management techniques into organic production systems 
(grain and vegetable) to control pests and improve organic crop yields; and 
2) field studies to implement organic cropping systems into integrated 
cropping-livestock farming operations that include improving organic forage 
yield and quality with organic inputs, while improving nutrient retention. 

Some organic research studies are conducted on ARS-managed research 
sites that are certified as organic farms. Other experiments are under way on 
working organic farms ranging from small family operations to large, 
corporate acreage. The long-term Farming Systems Project in Beltsville, 
Maryland, is an organic-focused research project. Among the findings from 
this project illustrative of ARS organic research are that soil carbon 
storage and nitrogen fertility can be increased, while impact on climate 
change can be lower in organic systems using animal manures and cover crops 
compared to conventional no-tillage systems using conventional fertilizer and 
cover crops. However, soil erosion and labor requirements are greater and 
crop yields, on average, are lower in organic than no-tillage systems. 

Another project that is an example of ongoing organic research is the 
Morris, Minnesota, study where ARS researchers are taking measurements of 
biomass, yields, soil nutrients, microbial biomass and other physical 
properties at an organic study site. A nine-year evaluation of tillage, 
rotation, and fertility strategies in organic and traditional systems at this 
location has shown that reducing tillage for both systems, and increasing 
crop rotation diversity for conventional systems resulted in soil 
improvement, particularly from increased microbial biomass carbon, which is 
an indicator of healthy soil. 

As the nationwide ARS Long Term Agroecosystem Research Network (LTAR) , 
moves forward with its organization and priority-setting, experiments 
supporting organic yields, soil quality, and economic performance are being 
included. Consistent measurement protocols for the LTAR locations and a LTAR 
data management system (DMS) are to be developed in the near future. 



442 


ARS funding is provided for the record. 


[The information follows:] 



Direct 

Indirect 

Total 

2009 

$16,868,000 

$40, 030, 000 

$56, 898, 000 

2010 

$17,235,000 

$40,951,000 

$58,186, 000 

2011 

$14,082,000 

$39,554,000 

$53, 636, 000 

2012 

$12,598,000 

$30,728,000 

$43, 326, 000 

2013 

$11,274,000 

$29, 156, 000 

$40, 430, 000 

2014 Estimate 

$12,528,000 

$31,549, 000 

$44,077,000 

2015 Estimate 

$12, 528, 000 

$31,230, 000 

$43, 758,000 


NIFA supports research on organic agriculture; it provided $19,842,000 
in FY 2009, $25,000,000 in FY 2010, $23,992,000 in FY 2011, $24,000,000 in FY 
2012; and $3,690,000 in FY 2013. The Organic Agriculture Research and 
Extension Initiative (mandatory) was not funded in FY 2013 but was 
reauthorized in the 2014 Farm Bill, allocating $20 million per year from FY 
2014 to FY 2018. The Organic Agriculture Research and Extension Initiative 
program in FY 2014 and FY 2015, NIFA plans to continue supporting research, 
extension and education activities related to organically grown and processed 
agricultural commodities and their economic impact on producers, processors, 
and rural communities. For the Organic Transition program, at $4 million in 
discretionary funding in FY 2014 and FY 2015, NIFA plans to continue 
supporting the development and implementation of biologically based pest 
management practices that mitigate ecological, agronomic and economic risks 
associated with a transition from conventional to organic agricultural 
production systems. 

During fiscal years 2009 through 2013, the Economic Research Service 
(ERS) , at a cost of approximately $1,638 million, conducted research on the 
practices, challenges, production risks, and adoption of organic farming 
systems in the U.S. Research also examined the implications of structural and 
policy changes in organic product markets, how organic producers have 
responded to the changes, and how consumer interests are being reflected in 
producer decisions. ERS continued to provide statistical reports and 
analysis on certified organic acreage and livestock, by state and by 
commodity. ERS also helped the National Agricultural Statistics Service 
(NASS) develop and launch USDA' s first nationwide Census survey of organic 
producers . 

Ongoing research in fiscal year 2014, with cost of $1,644 million, 
which will continue in 2015 examines differences in farm production costs of 
organic and conventional production systems for major agricultural products 
and estimates the price premiums needed to make organic systems competitive 
with conventional systems. Research is examining how changes in U.S. organic 
policy might affect the types and sizes of dairy operations that can be 
certified to produce organic milk. ERS will examine the structure and 
profitability of organic grain production using national producer surveys, 
each including a targeted sample of organic growers. Despite numerous 
experimental field trials, little information is available about the relative 
costs and returns of organic grain (corn, wheat, soybeans) production. 

ERS plans to publish a report in 2015 that examines the costs and 
practices, such as physical distancing and product segregation, used by 
organic and non-genetically engineered (GE) producers to meet consumer 
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expectations for differentiated product markets for GE and non-GE products. 
Data collected in the Agricultural Resource Management Survey {ARMS) and 
other USDA surveys is being used to examine the economic causes and 
consequences of unintended GE presence risk and the adoption of risk 
mitigation practices in order to inform the development of mitigation 
strategies. Several summer internships have been funded to assist with this 
project. Many new products with non-GE label claims have been introduced 
into U.S. supermarkets over the last decade and ERS is examining the retail 
prices for these products as well as the non-GE price premiums in commodity 
markets . 

Since 1997/ ERS has been publishing estimates of certified organic 
acreage and livestock in the United States, by state and by commodity, based 
on information from a census of U.S. organic certifiers. ERS will assist with 
the transfer of this project to NASS during 2014 and continuing into 2015. 
Another ERS project during this time period will examine retail supermarket 
scanner data to analyze the characteristics of organic consumers and organic 
price premiums. ERS is also using data from a variety of data sources to 
report market outlook and trends for various organic commodity sectors. 


Sustainable Agriculture 

Mr. Aderholt: Please update the summary provided in the fiscal year 
2013 hearing record regarding all USDA research and extension activities 
related to sustainable agriculture/ including the participating agencies and 
funding, for fiscal years 2009 through 2012. Also describe USDA' s plan for 
fiscal years 2014 and 2015. 

Response: Agricultural Research Service (ARS) research contributing to 
long-term agricultural sustainability is interdisciplinary and focused on 
systems. The research brings together diverse expertise to understand how 
different kinds and sizes of farms function, and how changing, or introducing 
new technology, can affect production, economic, and environmental 
sustainability. 

The ARS program in sustainability is conducting research guided by a 
new nationwide research action plan that was developed using stakeholder 
input. Research projects were developed by ARS scientists following research 
needs set forth in the action plan. Research priority areas under the new 
research plan include: 1) Agronomic Production Systems; 2) Specialty Crops 
and Organic Production Systems; 3) Integrated Whole Farm Production Systems; 
and 4) Integrated Technology and Information to Increase Customer Problem 
Solving Capacity. The approach that ARS uses for sustainable agriculture 
research addresses the four goals used to define sustainable agriculture 
published by the National Research Council: 1) satisfy human, food, feed and 
fiber needs, and contribute to biofuel needs; 2) sustain the economic 
viability of agriculture; 3) enhance environmental quality and the resource 
base; and 4) enhance the quality of life for farmers, farm workers and 
society as a whole. 

The development of practices that meet multiple goals of sustainability 
have notable impact. An example is analysis of a 27-year tillage and crop 
sequence study in Iowa that has shown that a corn-soybean rotation was twice 
as profitable as continuous corn. The results add economic justification for 
farmers to use crop rotations advocated for soil conservation/environmental 
sustainability purposes. 



444 


Sustainable research by ARS is addressing scales from the farm to 
regional food systems. ARS researchers in the Northeast developed a 
collection of geodatabases that provide county-level, five-year production 
footprints for key indicator crops {corn, potato, small grains, broccoli, 
cabbage, soybean, alfalfa, and 'other hay') throughout the entire 13-state 
northeast region. The data is providing crucial inputs to forecasting models 
designed to analyze current and future food production capacity. The data and 
analysis methods provide decision-making criteria to improve the access, 
affordability, and appropriateness of locally-produced food. 

ARS research activity related to sustainable agriculture funding in 
fiscal year 2009 was $488,640,000; fiscal year 2010 was $511,129,000; fiscal 
year 2011 was $490,090,000; fiscal year 2012 was $470,223,000; fiscal year 
2013 was $435,185,000; fiscal year 2014 is estimated at $481,091,000; and 
fiscal year 2015 is estimated at $474,087,000. 

The Economic Research Service (ERS) conducted research during fiscal years 
2009 through 2013 to examine the characteristics of commercial and manure 
nitrogen use by U.S. crop producers, and the scope and methods for promoting 
more efficient use of nitrogen for crops that reduce greenhouse gasses and 
air and water pollution. 

In fiscal year 2014 ERS published research that analyzed the economic 
and environmental performance of different policy instruments for achieving a 
better manure nutrient balance in the Chesapeake Bay watershed and for 
implementing improved nutrient management on cropland. In years 2014 and 2015 
ERS will analyze the performance of different policy instruments for reducing 
nitrogen delivery to the Gulf of Mexico. 

Responding to increased interest in supporting local agriculture and 
the Know your Farmer, Know your Food initiative, ERS and university 
cooperators are researching innovative ways that public and private 
stakeholders are responding to marketing challenges faced by small livestock 
producers and processors. 

In response to a Congressional request ERS is conducting research on 
the value of honey bees to the U.S. economy in 2014 and 2015 in the following 
areas: linkages between land management policy and honey bee health, consumer 
welfare impacts related to pollinator health challenges, feasibility of 
substitute pollinator technology, and the development of improved risk 
management products for commercial bee keepers. 

During fiscal year 2014 ERS will continue to conduct research examining 
the extent to which environmental gains associated with conservation and 
environmental programs respond to external incentives and changes in program 
design. In fiscal years 2014 and 2015 ERS will also conduct research on the 
adoption of conservation practices, the role of conservation easements in 
protecting native sod and other new provisions for protecting native sod. ERS 
will release in 2014 a report on the extent to which conservation programs 
induce landowners to adopt practices they would not otherwise have adopted 
(known as "additionality") . A second set of projects is focused on the role 
of auctions, bidding, and other forms of economic and informational 
incentives in influencing farmers' behavioral responses to alternative 
markets for environmental services. 
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In fiscal years 2014 and 2015 at a cost of $156,889 and $233,062, 
respectively, ERS will continue studying the potential effects of climate 
change on productivity, costs, and returns of U.S. livestock production, ERS 
will also explore potential impacts of climate change on U.S. agricultural 
production, markets and the environment, focusing on the constraints and 
opportunities arising from changing patterns of precipitation, projected 
shifts in water demand, and the implications for irrigated and dryland 
agricultural production. 

[The information follows:] 

ERS activities related to Sustainable Agriculture 



FY 2009 
Enacted 

FY 2010 
Enacted 

FY 2011 
Enacted 

FY 2012 
Enacted 

FY 2013 
Enacted 

FY 2014 
Estimate 

FY 2015 
Budget 

Sustainable 

Agriculture 

Research 

$33,269 

$33,948 

$33, 948 

$12,837 

$84,815 

$156,889 

$233,062 

Total 

$33,269 

$33,948 

$33,948 

$12,837 

$84,815 

$156,889 

$233,062 


NIFA supports research on sustainable agriculture and provided 
$188,290,000 in FY 2009, $195,867,000 in FY 2010, $361,163,000 in FY 2011, 
$334,251,000 in FY 2012, and $325,717,000 in FY 2013 (estimated). 


In fiscal years 2014 and 2015, NIFA's sustainable agriculture programs 
will continue to support systems research and assist farmers and ranchers 
through projects that address crop and livestock production and marketing, 
stewardship of soil and other natural resources, economics and quality of 
life. The program will also support development of technical guides and 
handbooks and education and training for Cooperative Extension System agents, 
and other agricultural professionals involved in the education and transfer 
of technical information concerning sustainable agriculture. The Sustainable 
Agriculture Research and Education program combining research and extension 
functions is funded at $22,667,000 in FY 2014 and FY 2015. Estimated 
investments for all NIFA programs supporting sustainable agriculture for FY 
2014 and FY 2015 are $352,931,000 and $349, 625, 000, respectively. 


Wheat Stem Rust/CJg99 

Mr. Aderholt: Please update the summary provided in the fiscal year 
2013 hearing record regarding all USDA research and extension activities 
related to wheat stem rust/Ug99, including the participating agencies and 
funding, for fiscal years 2009 through 2012. Also describe USDA' s plan for 
fiscal years 201 and 2015. 

Response: NIFA supports research on wheat stem rust/Ugg99 and provided 
$3,314,000 in FY 2009, $3,337,000 in FY 2010, $914,000 in FY 2011, $1,158,000 
in FY 2012, $1,146,000 in FY 2013, and an estimated investment of greater 
than $1,166,000 in FY 2014, and $1,158,000 in FY 2015. Fiscal year 2014 
awards have not been finalized. NIFA expects to provide funds in FY 2014 
comparable to FY 2013. Work being carried out under NIFA-funded grants aims 
to eradicate the threat from wheat stem rust/Uag99 by deploying effective 
resistance to the pathogen while maintaining desirable grain yield and 
quality. An example is the WheatCAP project which features a molecular 
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markers database that can help accelerate the development of wheat varieties 
with multiple disease resistance genes and improved grain quality. Improved 
wheat quality includes factors such as high protein content, falling numbers 
measures, dough strength and other characteristics important to the milling 
and baking industry. Improved barley would have low protein with high alpha- 
enzyme activity while maintaining high yield. 

While the wheat stem rust pathogen Ug99 has not yet reached the Western 
Hemisphere, the Agricultural Research Service (ARS) has been proactive in 
research to protect U.S. wheat and barley production from this devastating 
pathogen. 

Since 2005, ARS has supported screening of the entire USDA, ARS 
germplasm collection (including wild wheat relatives) and crosses made by 
breeders in Kenya where the disease is endemic. Work has been in 
collaboration with the International Mai 2 e and Wheat Improvement Center 
(CIMMYT) , the Kenyan Agricultural Research Institute, and the Ethiopian 
Institute of Agricultural Research. More than 28 U.S. university wheat and 
barley breeding programs and 12 private sector companies have participated. 
This screening has yielded new sources of resistance to Ug99 that have been 
made publically-available to wheat and barley breeders, including the recent 
2014 ARS release of four new spring wheat and five new durum wheat germplasm 
lines with durable resistance incorporated from wild relatives of wheat. The 
wheat stem rust pathogen genome was sequenced and a sequence analysis 
comparison of the Ug99 family of strains was conducted. ARS researchers in 
St. Paul, Minnesota used this information to develop an accurate and 
sensitive method to distinguish the Ug99 rusts from other rusts, and to 
distinguish among strains of rust in the Qg99 family. In FY 2013 and FY 2014, 
the method is being validated by USDA, APHIS and will be provided to 
collaborators from land grant universities and the National Plant Diagnostic 
Laboratory Network to monitor for and detect Ug99, should the rust strain 
enter the United States. 

The ARS plan for FY 2014 and FY 2015 follows the current Action Plan 

of : 

1. Cereal stem rust assessment and pathology; 

2. Detection and identification; 

3. Monitoring and reporting; 

4. Germplasm enhancement, gene discovery, and development of molecular 
markers ; 

5. Regional variety development, evaluation, and implementation; 

6. Disease management; and 

7. Communication and outreach. 

Funding for ARS research activity related to wheat stem rust/Ug99 is as 
follows: fiscal year 2009 was $1,500,000; fiscal year 2010 was $3,071,000; 
fiscal year 2011 was $2,954,000; fiscal year 2012 was $2,954,000; fiscal year 
2013 was $2,681,000; fiscal year 2014 is estimated at $3,032,000; and fiscal 
year 2015 is estimated at $3,032,000. 

ERS conducted no research on this issue for fiscal years 2009 through 
2012, and none is planned for fiscal years 2014 and 2015. 
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Corn Ethanol 

Mr. Aderho.lt: Please update the summary provided in the fiscal year 
2013 hearing record regarding all USDA research and extension research 
related to corn ethanol, including the participating agencies and funding, 
for fiscal years 2009 through 2012. Also describe USDA' s plan for fiscal 
years 201 and 2015. 

Response: There are two Agricultural Research Service {ARS} projects 

which benefit the corn ethanol industry. In one project, ARS research is 
enabling technologies for the production of new, high-value co-products at 
corn ethanol plants. In the second project, ARS scientists are leading 
multiple institutions in the development of genomic tools to assist corn 
plant breeders. 

In FY 2014 and FY 2015, ARS plans to continue present research efforts 
in developing value-added products to increase the profitability and economic 
resiliency of ethanol producers, and to improve the genetic performance of 
corn. 


ARS research activity related to corn ethanol funding in fiscal year 
2009 was $2,452,000; fiscal year 2010 was $1,961,000; fiscal year 2011 was 
$1,244,000; fiscal year 2012 was $1,244,000; fiscal year 2013 was $1,148,000; 
fiscal year 2014 is estimated at $1,168,000; and fiscal year 2015 is 
estimated at $1,168,000. 

NIFA supports research on corn ethanoland provided $151,000 in FY 2009, 
$332,000 in FY 2010, $531,000 in FY 2011, and $1,086,000 in FY 2012. The FY 
2013 data Will be available when final funding reports are completed. Corn 
Ethanol could be supported in FYs 2014 or FY 2015 with programs such as 
formula funds or the AFRI Foundation Program in Economics. Additionally, 
development of co-products from corn ethanol production might be supported 
through the mandatory Biomass Research and Development Initiative (BRDI) if a 
proposal was deemed meritorious by a peer review panel. The BRDI program is 
funded at $3 million in 2014 and 2015. 

The Economic Research Service (ERS) conducted research during fiscal 
years 2009 through 2013 to evaluate the impact of an array of policy measures 
that influence the magnitude, source, and composition of U.S. biofuel corn 
ethanol production, ethanol imports and exports. ERS also conducted research 
on the land allocation implications of expanding corn ethanol production in 
the United States and sugar-cane ethanol in Brazil, and quantified these 
effects at the global level for 2015. 

ERS research addressed how crop and livestock sectors respond to 
increased demand for corn ethanol and the implications of these regional 
adjustments on input use, water quality, and soil erosion. Research on the 
influence of rising commodity prices on the Conservation Reserve Program 
(CRP) examined the impacts on the composition and environmental attributes of 
CRP acreage from price changes due to increasing biofuels production. ERS 
also conducted an analysis of the effects of increased biofuels use on the 
U.S. economy in the year 2022, focusing on how the mix of policies and energy 
price assumptions affect economic welfare. Other studies examined the role 
of Renewable Identification Numbers (RINs) in ensuring compliance with 
renewable fuels standards, the supply and use of distillers' grains, 
implications of expanded ethanol production on cropping practices and land 
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use, and global investment in the biofuels industry. Another 2013 study 
examined factors that may explain the relatively high prices of RINs in 2013. 

During fiscal years 2014 and 2015 at a cost of $563,625 and $569,261, 
respectively, ERS will continue to examine how corn ethanol production and 
trade affects U.S. and global crop and livestock markets, focusing on the 
role of policy and international biofuel trade in determining market outcomes 
and the long-term relationships between energy and agricultural markets. ERS 
will continue to explore how policy and market factors affect prices for 
Renewable Identification Numbers (RINS), as well as the economic 
relationships between energy and agricultural markets in order to improve and 
enhance routine market outlook and forecasting activities for the major 
agricultural commodities. 

[The information follows:] 


ERS activities related to Corn Ethanol 



FY 2009 
Enacted 

FY 2010 
Enacted 

FY 2011 
Enacted 

FY 2012 
Enacted 

FY 2013 
Enacted 

FY 2014 
Estimate 

FY 2015 
Budget 

Corn 
Ethanol 
Research : 

$744,240 

$759,429 

$759,429 

$559,429 

$559,429 

$563,625 

$569,261 

Total 

$744,240 

$759,429 

$759,429 

$559,429 i 

$559,429 

$563,625 

$569,261 


Human Nutrition 

Mr. Aderholt: Please update the summary provided in the fiscal year 
2013 hearing record regarding all USDA research and extension activities 
related to human nutrition, including the participating agencies and funding, 
for fiscal years 2009 through 2012. Also describe USDA' s plan for fiscal 
years 201 and 2015. 

Response: USDA' s Agricultural Research Service (ARS) conducts research 

at six human nutrition centers, the first of which was established more than 
110 years ago. Funding increases provided in FY 2014 were used to 
strategically invest in some of the priority areas where we have strength and 
there is a public health need. The evaluation of ARS computer capabilities 
for food composition and national dietary survey databases is in progress. 
Work is being conducted to determine the technical requirements of a new and 
expanded system. In addition, a public-private partnership has been developed 
for the purpose of obtaining food composition data on brand name products 
from many of the largest food processors in the country. These data will be 
incorporated into our food composition database that is used by researchers, 
health professionals, and consumers. All interested parties have signed 
commitments to participate and are providing funding, personnel time, and/or 
data. A test batch of food composition information will be placed into the 
system this year to establish proof-of-concept , quality assurance methods and 
to determine primary requirements/obstacles. As soon as the new system is 
functional, nutritional information of branded food products will flow 
directly from the manufacturer to the USDA database. This will allow greater 
flexibility to link food and nutrient intake with health outcomes, improving 
quality of research and resulting federal dietary guidance. In future years, 
beginning in FY 2015, we will enhance the functionality of the food 
composition database to enable tracking over time, differentiation by brand 
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name of foods, and by nutrients of concern to public health, particularly 
sodium and added sugars, which FDA plans to require on revised food labels. 

ARS research activity related to human nutrition in fiscal year 2009 was 
$85,309,000; fiscal year 2010 was $89,734,000; fiscal year 2011 was 

$85,440,000; fiscal year 2012 was $85,438,000; fiscal year 2013 was 

$80,328,000; fiscal year 2014 is estimated at $86,328,000; and fiscal year 

2015 is estimated at $88,627,000. 

NIFA supports research on human nutrition; and provided $115,597,000 in 
FY 2009, $123,914,000 in FY 2010, $158,423,000 in FY 2011; $121,976,000 in FY 
2012; $114,219,000 estimated in FY 2013, and $99,070,000 estimated in FY 2014 
and FY 2015 to support this effort. Projects will focus on children and 
youth ages 2-19, to identify the behavioral factors that influence childhood 
obesity; develop valid behavioral and environmental instruments that measure 
progress in obesity prevention efforts; and fund nutrition research to 
develop and evaluate effective programs to prevent obesity. Funding will 
support research and outreach efforts to develop and increase consumption of 
healthy foods that are low in energy (fats and sugars) and salt, and high in 
nutrient density and that are appealing (to children) . 

During fiscal years 2009 through 2013, the Economic Research Service 
(ERS) conducted research on the economic, regulatory, programmatic, and 
market forces influencing consumer food choices and the effect of these 
choices on nutritional, obesity, and health outcomes. In 2014 and 2015, ERS 
is allocating resources to nutrition research in the following areas: 

• Economic analyses and anticipatory research on food policy issues 
impacting food choice and human nutrition. 

• To better understand the complex determinants of food choices, ERS 
supported its research program with investments in data on food 
purchases, food program participation, food prices, nutrition 
knowledge, and consumer psychology. 

• Extramural research, drawing upon the multidisciplinary expertise of 
outside researchers and the resources of numerous institutions and 
universities across the country, focusing on: (1) the impact of 
nutrition on health outcomes, (2) an international comparison of food 
purchase behavior, consumption, and nutrition, and (3) the 
differentials in price sensitivity, nutritional preferences, and real 
access across the socioeconomic spectrum. 

During fiscal years 2014 and 2015 at a cost of $15,952,000 and 
$16,457,000, respectively, ERS plans to continue ongoing research in these 
high-priority areas, including analysis of how Federal support for nutrition 
research has changed (1985-2009) in terms of quantity of projects supported 
and research questions addressed, how food choices and health outcomes are 
related to USDA food assistance programs and community characteristics, 
retail prices and consumer demand for fruits and vegetables, and analysis of 
the prices of healthful foods. 

Concerns about the link between eating food away from home and diet 
quality were behind the mandate in the Affordable Care Act that restaurant 
and fast-food chains with more than 20 locations offer nutrition information 
on their menus. While nutrition information has been available for food at 
home products since the 1990s, the same is not true for food away from home. 
The idea behind this provision in the law— which still awaits implementation-- 
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is that more information would help people make better choices at food away 
from home establishments. In order to establish a context for research into 
the effects of this provision, ERS research will examine the use of nutrition 
information at fast-food/pizza places and full-service restaurants before its 
implementation. 

Initial data from the Food Acquisition and Purchase Survey {FoodAPS) 
was delivered to ERS in fiscal year 2014. The survey provides valuable data 
and information that will be used for years in the future to examine issues 
related to food policy and program operations. Results of analyses will 
begin to be published beginning by the end of calendar year 2014. 

[The information follows:] 



ERS activities related to Human Nutrition 
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Food Safety 


Mr. Aderholt: Please update the summary provided in the fiscal year 
2013 hearing record regarding all USDA research and extension activities 
related to food safety, including participating agencies and funding, for 
fiscal years 2009 through 2012. Also describe USDA' s plan for fiscal years 
201 and 2015. 

Response: USDA' s Agricultural Research Service {ARS) continues to 
conduct food safety research that covers various foodborne pathogens and 
foodborne contaminants, including chemicals, parasites, and toxins. 

Consumption of contaminated shell eggs is responsible for major 
outbreaks of foodborne illness. Currently, only about 1 percent of eggs are 
pasteurized (by heat) because the process is costly and damages the egg white 
appearance. In FY 2013, the ARS research laboratory at Wyndmoor, PA, 
developed a new innovative intervention process using radio frequency (RF) 
energy that eliminates 99.999 percent of Salmonella that may be present in 
eggs. The RF process is significantly faster than the current pasteurization 
process, by more than 50 percent, and the egg whites look perfect. In 
addition, research ongoing in Athens, GA, at the Richard B. Russell Research 
Center is concentrating on food safety of poultry and eggs. There are a 
number of projects that work on poultry food safety from the egg through the 
processing phase. 

There is ongoing food safety research at a number of other locations 
including Clay Center, NE; College Station, TX; Ames, IA; and Albany, CA. The 
various locations perform research on all of the major food producing animals 
including beef, dairy cattle and swine, in addition to poultry. 

In FY 2014 and 2015, ARS research will address the following food safety 
priorities: (1) developing detection and characterization technologies that 
allow for and enhance inspection, research, and defense capabilities; and 
developing and implementing new analytical technologies for chemical 
contaminants; (2) developing and implementing a new data analysis tool to 
analyze the kinetic data of microbial growth and inactivation frequently 
found in predictive microbiology. This will allow predictions of how 
pathogens and spoilage bacteria behave within a food system before and after 
interventions, information that can be directly used by regulatory agencies 
and industry; (3) undertaking genomic studies to understand the basic genetic 
components of pathogens and their expression. This information will be 
related to the microorganism's biology, to determine for example, what makes 
a pathogen virulent, or prefer a specific food source or location, or how 
does resistance develop, persist, or transfer; (4) pursuing alternatives for 
antibiotic usage in animals including vaccine development for foodborne 
pathogens, management practices and novel molecules. This will enable control 
of foodborne pathogens while reducing the amount of antibiotics administered 
to food producing animals; and (5) performing basic research to better 
understand the virulence and transmission of foodborne pathogens. This will 
allow the development of intervention strategies to reduce the level of 
foodborne pathogens and improve public health. 

ARS research activity related to food safety funding in fiscal year 
2009 was $105,695,000; fiscal year 2010 was $107,597,000; fiscal year 2011 
was $106,789,000; fiscal year 2012 was $106,210,000; fiscal year 2013 was 
$97,962,000; fiscal year 2014 is estimated at $111,701,000; and fiscal year 
2015 is estimated at $109,902,000. 
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NIFA supports research on food safety and provided $27,071,000 in FY 
2009, $43,096,000 in FY 2010, $35,510,000 in FY 2011, $21,668,000 in FY 2012; 
and $20,993,000 in FY 2013. In fiscal years 2014 and 2015, AFRI funds will 
be used to improve the safety of the U.S. food supply through new and 
improved rapid detection methods, pre- and post-harvest epidemiological 
studies, and improved food harvesting and processing technologies. Within 
AFRI, about $22.8 million is estimated to support the food safety challenge 
area in FY 2014, and about $25.8 million is proposed for FY 2015. In FY 
2015, NIFA also proposes to create a new Innovation Institute on 
Antimicrobial Resistance (AMR) . The AMR Institute, funded at $25 million, 
will address AMR through a systems approach from the farm and farm 
environment to the consumer. This systems approach will engage public- 
private partnerships inclusive of trans-disciplinary teams of research, 
education, and extension/outreach personnel, animal scientists, 
veterinarians, microbiologists, entomologists, soil scientists, social and 
behavioral scientists, engineers, and health-related practitioners — the 
latter typically excluded from agricultural and complex AMR research related 
work at the ecosystem level. Work will include anthropogenic impacts 
unrelated to antimicrobial use within the antimicrobial resistance research, 
education, and extension program, including, for example the uptake, fate, 
and transport of antimicrobials in food crops and subsequent ingestion by 
animal or human-broadly, the ecology of antimicrobials. 

During fiscal years 2014 and 2015 at a cost of $1,676,000 and 
$1,684,000, respectively, ERS plans to continue and expand research in a 
number of food safety topics, including the expected impacts of new food 
safety legislation on the farm and food sector; consumer response to food 
safety outbreaks in fresh produce and other products; measurement of consumer 
benefits from food safety policy; the costs and benefits of mandatory food 
safety programs implemented by produce grower organizations; the economic 
trade-offs for reducing sub-therapeutic antibiotic use in farm animals; and 
inter-agency collaborations to better understand and prioritize food safety 
risks and interventions. 


[The information follows:] 
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Integrated Pest Management 

Mr. Aderholt: Please update the summary provided in the fiscal year 
2013 hearing record regarding all USDA research and extension activities 
related to integrated pest management,, including participating agencies and 
funding, for fiscal years 2009 through 2012. Also describe USDA' s plan for 
fiscal years 201 and 2015. 

Response: In support of the Department's Integrated Pest Management 

(I PM) goals, the Agricultural Research Service (ARS) currently conducts more 
than 54 I PM research projects at 31 locations. The projects are focused on 
minimizing pesticide inputs through the development of classical and 
augmentation biological control, cultural control, host-plant resistance, 
behavior modifying chemicals (e.g., pheromone mating disruptors and 
attracticides ) , sterile insect release techniques, resistance management, 
cultural and mechanical practices, improved pesticide application 
technologies, and the development of new 'natural' pesticides derived from 
biological sources. Fundamental IPM research provides biological information 
essential for establishing integrated, environmentally rational pest 
management in agriculture. Successful results can double the production of 
crops and save billions of dollars per year for the livestock industry. 

Target pests include insects, mites, ticks, plant pathogens, nematodes, and 
weeds. Area-wide projects completed in FY 2013 made significant contributions 
to thwart colony collapse disorder in honey bees and in the control of key 
pests of almonds, quarantine pests, and the Asian tiger mosquito. In FY 
2013, Area-wide funds were used to enhance large-scale biological control 
projects on invasive pests from Latin America and Europe, as well as 
intensify research toward solving colony collapse disorder and the coffee 
berry borer outbreak in Hawaii. In FY 2014, a competitive process within ARS 
was initiated to provide a single year of funding to new Area-wide projects. 

In FY 2014 and 2015, ARS plans to focus on furthering the development 
of IPM programs for key invasive insects, including the coffee berry borer, 
brown marmorated stink bug, spotted wing drosophila, European grapevine moth, 
Asian longhorned beetle, emerald ash borer, Asian tiger mosquito, cattle 
fever tick, biting midges, bed bugs, fire ants, Argentine ant, crazy ant, 
sand flies, Lyme disease tick, corn rootworm, soybean aphid, kudzu bug, and 
varroa mite. IPM programs will also be developed for plant pathogens such as 
those that cause citrus greening, Pierce's disease in wine grapes, wheat rust 
Ug99, boxwood blight, wheat scab, sudden oak death, and laurel wilt. Weed 
research will develop novel weed management solutions, such as crop rotations 
that suppress weeds and the development of bio-herbicides from bacteria and 
plant extracts. These strategies can provide long-term sustainability when 
used as components of IPM or as standalones. ARS will also continue overseas 
exploration for natural enemies of invasive pests, including weeds, with a 
new initiative to focus on those pests that have a direct impact on the pest 
management of other pests (e.g., some aquatic weeds affect mosquito control 
efforts). In FY 2014, ARS will also start a Veterinary Pests Genomics 
Initiative that studies how to use big data from genomics and remote sensing 
to manage undesirable genetic shifts of invasive species. In FY 2015, ARS 
will add a climate change objective to ail of its veterinary entomology 
pro j ects . 

ARS research activities related to integrated pest management funding 
in fiscal year 2009 was $42,508,000; fiscal year 2010 was $44,184,000; fiscal 
year 2011 was $43,656,000; fiscal year 2012 was $42,899,000; fiscal year 2013 
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was $38,114,000; fiscal year 2014 is estimated at $39,790,000; and fiscal 
year 2015 is estimated at $34,544,000. 

NIFA supports research on integrated pest management and provided 
$29,294,000 in FY 2009, $29,527,000 in FY 2010, $22,064,000 in FY 2011 and 

$68,574,000 in 2012 and $16,286,000 in FY 2013. It expects to provide 

$18,406,000 in FY 2014 and $17,728,000 in FY 2015. Examples of the types of 

recipients of funding for Integrated Pest Management include land-grant 
institutions and public and private universities and colleges. 

NIFA funds programs and projects which support research, education, and 
extension activities that promote pest management in general, and reduced 
risk pest management in particular. The agency's pest management programs 
are implemented through working partnerships with scientists in our nation' s 
colleges and universities, other federal agencies and the private sector. 

The Economic Research Service (ERS) conducted research during fiscal years 
2009 through 2012 to examine the determinants and value to U.S. soybean 
producers in managing Asian soybean rust outbreaks. In 2012, ERS updated the 
Agricultural Resources Management Survey (ARMS) web tool on the ERS website 
to include corn pesticide use and pest management practices from the 2010 
ARMS. In fiscal years 2014 and 2015 at a cost of $103,516 and $104,551, 
respectively, ERS plans to examine trends in the use of weed-management 
practices used in corn and soybean, the impacts of glyphosate resistance on 
net returns and production costs for corn and soybean and impacts on long-run 
net returns to corn and soybean production of using weed-management practices 
that can delay glyphosate resistance. 


(The information follows;] 


ERS activities related to Integrated Pest Management 



FY 2009 
Enacted 

FY 2010 i 
Enacted 

FY 2011 
Enacted 

FY 2012 

Enacted 

FY 2013 
Enacted 

FY 2014 
Estimate 

FY 2015 
Budget 

Integrated 

Pest 

Management 

$13,308 

$13,579 

$13,579 

$132,328 

$102,745 

$103,516 

$104,551 


IR-4 

Mr. Aderholt: Please update the summary provided in the fiscal year 
2012 hearing record regarding all USDA activities related to IR-4, including 
participating agencies, funding, outside financial assistance provided, the 
number of registrations completed, and any backlog of registrations, for 
fiscal years 2009 through 2012. Also describe USDA' s plan for fiscal years 
201 and 2015. 

Response: In fiscal year 2009, ARS and university scientists working 

with the IR-4 program analyzed hundreds of pesticide/crop combinations and 
generated data for use for 105 crops and 52 pesticides. 

In fiscal year 2010, ARS scientists established 137 pesticide/crop 
combinations at field locations in seven states (Arizona, California, 
Georgia, Ohio, South Carolina, Texas, and Washington) . 
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In fiscal year 2011, ARS researchers established 91 pesticide/food crop 
combinations in the field for treatment with pesticides and analyzed 52 
pesticide/crop combinations in the laboratory for pesticide residues on 
treated crops. 

In fiscal year 2012, ARS continued all efforts underway in fiscal year 
2011 including 96 pesticide trials on crops (one trial = one pesticide 
applied to one crop), 157 pesticide trials on ornamentals, and 110 residue 
trials . 


In fiscal year 2013, ARS researchers established 112 pesticide/food 
crop combinations in the field for treatment with pesticides and analyzed 69 
pesticide/crop combinations in the laboratory for pesticide residues on 
treated crops. 

In fiscal year 2014 and 2015, ARS will continue to conduct research to 
facilitate registrations of pest management products for specialty food crops 
and minor uses on major crops, as well as develop efficacy and phytotoxicity 
data to increase the number of ornamental crops or pests on pesticide labels; 
with emphasis on reduced risk chemicals. 

ARS research activity related to IR-4 funding in fiscal year 2009 was 
$3,915,000; fiscal year 2010 was $3,979,000; fiscal year 2011 was $3,971,000; 
fiscal year 2012 was $3,789,000; fiscal year 2013 was $3,171,000; fiscal year 
2014 is estimated at $3,171,000; and fiscal year 2015 is estimated at 
$2, 835, 000. 


The National Institute of Food and Agriculture, or NIFA, supported 
competitive grant funding for the IR-4 project and provided $11.2 million in 
FY 2009, $11.3 million in FY 2010, $11.3 million in FY 2011, $11.1 million in 
FY 2012 and $10.2 million in FY 2013. 

In FY 2014, NIFA will provide funding for an IR-4 project headquarters 
and four geographically-based regional IR-4 centers. Projects will focus on 
three core objectives: 1) obtaining regulatory clearances of effective crop 
protection agents for specialty food crops and minor uses on major food 
crops; 2) research to enhance the development and registration of bio- 
pesticides for use in food and non-food pest management programs; and 3) 
research on crop protection products that will expand their uses on 
ornamental crops, including nursery, floral, and turf. Program investments 
will be guided by a priority-setting process that engages commodity 
producers, state and Federal research scientists, and cooperative extension 
specialists . 

The President's budget request for FY 2015 proposes continued support 
for the IR-4 project. The requested funding will support and enhance the 
capacity of the IR-4 program to assist growers in obtaining pesticide 
registrations for specialty food crops and minor uses on major crops, 
particularly in light of the continued loss of effective pesticides and 
methods of pest control. The program will invest in research needed for the 
registration of pesticides that are lower risk but effective and economical, 
and will increase support for biopesticides, organic production systems, 
public health, and global initiatives to harmonize Maximum Residue Levels. 
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ERS conducted no research in this area in fiscal years 2009 through 
2013, and none is planned for fiscal years 2014 and 2015. 


Colony Collapse Disorder 

Mr. Aderholt : Please update the summary provided in the fiscal year 
2013 hearing record regarding all USDA research and extension activities 
related to Colony Collapse Disorder, including participating agencies and 
funding, for fiscal years 2009 through 2012. Also describe USDA' s plan for 
fiscal years 201 and 2015. 

Response: In collaboration with Pennsylvania State University, National 
Program Leaders from the USDA and the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
convened a National Stakeholder Conference on Honey Bee Health in October 
2012, which, for the first time, brought together beekeepers, growers, 
scientists, chemical companies, non-profit organizations, and government 
administrators committed to sustaining the industry of managed bees in the 
United States. The honey bee ( Apis mellifera ) is the main commercial (and a 
versatile) pollinator. In the United States, the honey bee pollinates crops 
with an added value in the billions of dollars. The purpose was two-fold: to 
hear from leading experts in apicultural research and extension on the status 
of knowledge of the key factors that are associated with Colony Collapse 
Disorder (CCD) and honey bee declines and to work toward developing best 
management practices to combat these problems. Program .Leaders at USDA and 
EPA produced a conference report that summarizes the key findings and 
recommendations from the meeting. The report was released to the public in 
May 2013. 

Responding to requests from beekeeper organizations and growers, USDA 
and EPA co-hosted a "Varroa Summit" on February 18-19, 2014, in Riverdale, 
Maryland. The meeting brought together bee and pest control researchers from 
the government, academia, non-governmental organizations (NGOs) , and industry 
to identify Varroa mite research priorities and the means to organize 
research program, and leverage resources to meet these priorities. Varroa 
mites are a major cause of colony losses because they parasitize bees and 
spread viruses in the colony. A report is expected to be released in late 
summer 2014. 

The CCD and Bee Health Steering Committee is synthesizing the 
information from the National Stakeholder Conference and report, and the 
"Varroa Summit" and recent research and extension accomplishments, to develop 
a revised CCD and Bee Health Action Plan that will outline high priority 
goals to address CCD and other factors impacting honey bee health. 

In response to stakeholder needs, a "Forage and Nutrition Summit" is 
being considered for late 2014. Next to Varroa mite, lack of forage is 
considered the leading cause of bee mortality. 

Examples of USDA- Agricultural Research Service (ARS) accomplishments 
for fiscal years 2009 through 2013 include: 

• In 2013, ARS bee researchers in Tucson, Arizona, devised a treatment 
schedule to control Varroa based on colony and Varroa population 
dynamics. Their findings have led to changes in recommendations for 
Varroa control to include a late fall treatment so that mite 
populations remain low over the winter and bee colonies will not be 
lost in the spring. 
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• When flowering plants are unavailable, beekeepers feed colonies high 
fructose corn syrup (HFCS) . In 2013, ARS researchers in Tucson, 
Arizona, found significantly larger adult bee populations in colonies 
fed sucrose syrup compared with those fed HFCS. This finding 
complements earlier studies showing shorter life spans in worker bees 
fed HFCS compared with sucrose. For commercial beekeepers, feeding 
HFCS instead of sucrose may reduce colony populations and leave them 
more vulnerable to loss from environmental fluctuations, parasites and 
pathogens . 

• ARS researchers in Tucson, Arizona, worked with Haas Inc. to 
commercialize a new mite control product, the beta acid-based miticide 
HopGuard, which received a 2012 Federal Laboratory Consortium Award for 
excellence in Technology Transfer. 

• ARS researchers in Baton Rouge, Louisiana, developed new Varroa 
resistant lines of bees (VSH and Russian) that are commercialized and 
widely used. The VSH line received a 2012 Federal Laboratory 
Consortium Award for Excellence in Technology Transfer. Varroa is the 
number one pest of honey bees. 

• ARS researchers in Fort Pierce, Florida, protected bees from viral 
infection in the first successful field demonstration of RNAi 
technology that determined targets based on viral sequence information, 
and worked from a CRADA with Beeologics, Inc. (now with Monsanto) . 
Similar approaches are being investigated for control of bee mites and 
Nosema disease. 

• ARS researchers in Beltsville, Maryland, sequenced the Varroa mite, 
revealing immune proteins that will be targeted in future strategies, 
e.g., ones dependent on RNAi gene silencing. 

• ARS researchers in Beltsville, Maryland, published the genome of 
Nosema, a fungal gut parasite of adult bees that should open new 
control options for this pathogen. 

• Working with USDA-APHIS, ARS researchers in Beltsville, Maryland, 
completed a nationwide survey of bee health that sets baseline values 
for pests and diseases prevalence in the U.S. and can be used to 
regulate international trade in bees and bee products. 

In 2014 and 2015, ARS research will focus on developing Varroa control 
agents, resistant bee lines, diets to improve bee nutrition, Nosema ceranae 
(parasitic fungi) control products and epidemiology, and bee management 
techniques. Other issues of concern, which can be severe, are American 
foulbrood disease and the small hive beetle (SHB) , which attacks honey bee 
colonies and destroys bee products. Research will be conducted to determine 
which management practices are working best to sustain honey bees and their 
hives. In addition, ARS scientists will conduct research to understand the 
sub-lethal effects of pesticides on both individual bees and on the colony as 
a whole. For example, can exposure to pesticides lower honey bees' 
resistance to pests and pathogens and if/how these effects correlate with or 
contribute to bee health problems and CCD? ARS research has shown that a 
number of factors are associated with CCD — including parasites, pathogens, 
poor nutrition, pesticides, bee management practices, habitat fragmentation, 
and agricultural practices — no single factor or pattern of factors 
definitively leads to CCD. ARS will research the inter-relationships of 
these factors to increase understanding and develop effective prevention and 
mitigation strategies. In 2015, additional funding is requested in the 
Pollinator Health and Colony Collapse Disorder initiative to support Colony 
Collapse Disorder research. 
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ARS research activity related to Colony Collapse Disorder funding in 
fiscal year 2009 was $8,290,000; fiscal year 2010 was $10,000,000; fiscal 
year 2011 was $9,980,000; fiscal year 2012 was $10,128,000; fiscal year 2013 
was $9,353,000; fiscal year 2014 is estimated at $10,217,000; and 2015 is 
estimated at $14,017,000. 

NIFA supported research and extension efforts on Colony Collapse 
Disorder (CCD) , Honey Bee Health, and other agriculturally-important 
pollinators with the following investments over the past five fiscal years: 
$2,877,000 in FY 2009, $2,916,000 in FY 2010, $4,677,000 in FY 2011, 

$4,667,000 in FY 2012, and approximately $11.5 million in FY 2013. We 
estimate that the agency will invest an additional $15.3 million in FY 2014 
and $41.8 million ($25 million are new funds that are part of the President's 
request} in FY 2015 in pollinator health research and extension efforts. 

This funding is provided to public and private universities and colleges, 
including land-grant universities. 

Examples of accomplishments from NIFA funded research and extension grants 
between fiscal years 2009 and 2013 include: 

* Two Coordinated Agricultural Projects were funded by Agriculture and Food 
Research Initiative (AFRI) and support 20 Land Grant University research 
and extension scientists and three USDA-ARS laboratories focusing on CCD 
and other factors causing bee declines. 

* The first Bee Coordinated Agricultural Project (CAP) team, funded by AFRI 
in 2009, conducted basic and applied research on factors associated with 
CCD. Results included: 

o A Best Management Practices Guide was published which included 
educational videos and bee health bulletins for beekeepers, 
o These materials are also available through the Bee Health Community 
Page, which serves as a repository of peer-reviewed, credible 
scientific information for the bee community. 

* Exposure to pesticide-contaminated dust from abrasion of certain 
pesticide-treated corn seed was found to have negative effects on honey 
bees in laboratory and field settings. Researchers are currently 
conducting experiments to determine how honey bees and other pollinators 
respond to environmentally relevant levels and whether a significant 
number of bees would likely be present in or around fields that are 
planted or seeded. 

* Research showed that the Varroa mite is an important vector of the Israeli 
Acute Paralysis Virus (IAPV), a disease that was strongly correlated with 
CCD. 

* Much research has focused on pesticide use as one of the causes of 
pollinator decline. AFRI funded research is also looking at the use of 
adjuvants and inert ingredients in pesticide formulations. Research is 
showing that the penetrating enhancers, surfactants and adjuvants can be 
more toxic on pollinators than the active ingredients are. Research is 
unraveling the toxicity of the prevailing environmental chemical 
background to which bees are exposed. 

Building on the research findings from the first CAP, a second CAP project 
was funded beginning in 2010. The Bee Informed Partnership is extension-led 
project that is focused on decreasing winter losses of honey bee colonies by 
helping determine which management practices are working best to keep bees 
alive. One highlight was the establishment of on-the-ground Tech-Transfer 
Teams in California (now expanded to the Midwest and the Northeastern United 
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States) to help honeybee queen breeders select for "hygienic behavior," a 
trait which helps bees defend against Varroa mites, still believed to be the 
main reason for colony losses. In addition, the teams identify and assess 
infection levels of several bee diseases from samples provided by beekeepers. 

Scientists from USDA-ARS and the NIFA-funaed Bee Informed Partnership 
conduct and release the results of yearly surveys that document the 
overwintering losses of honey bee colonies. The survey for 2013/2014 began 
in April 2014 and the losses are expected to be large. The average winter 
loss rate has averaged 31.5 percent the past few years. The losses are 
caused by a multitude of factors including inadequate control of Varroa 
mites, inadequate bee forage leading to malnutrition, pesticide exposure - 
both in the hive and in the field, drought stress - particularly in the 
Midwest, and other causes. 

Another area of investment was in the 2012 Sustainable Bioenergy 
Challenge Area grant program. One priority was to better understand how land 
use change to biofuel crops will impact wildlife and pollinators. Wide-scale 
planting of certain biofuel crops may significantly reduce the amount of 
habitat with floral resources necessary for sustaining honey bees. Four 
grants were awarded for pollinators using funding appropriated in FY 2012. 

The protection of managed pollinators continues to be a high priority topic 
area. Future research plans in 2014 and 2015 will include: 

•Continued funding to the Bee Informed Partnership CAP grant. 

•Continued funding of the Integrated Crop Pollination Project. 

• Solicitation of research proposals in AFRI's Foundational program on 
Plant-Associated Insects and Nematodes program. These projects are 
expected to address fundamental and applied research on biotic and abiotic 
factors associated with pollinator declines and developing measures to 
mitigate these problems. 

• Solicitation of research programs from other competitive programs at NIFA 
such as the Specialty Crop Research Program. 

• Continued support smaller-scale targeted research and extension projects 
with Hatch capacity funds. 

The agency is also proposing the creation of the Pollination and 
Pollinator Health Innovation Institute to utilize input from stakeholders to 
develop public and private partnerships to better address biological, 
environmental and management factors associated with the wide-scale decline 
of honey bees and other pollinators nationwide. The goal of the Institute 
will be to generate evidence-based data to address known and emerging 
information gaps to mitigate threats to pollinator health and diversity. The 
institute will foster partnerships between commodity groups that depend on 
bees to pollinate their crops, beekeepers that produce honey and provide 
pollination services to crop producers as well as with researchers, both 
public and privately funded, to engage in problem solving and that will 
enable both industries to minimize economic losses and harm to the 
environment. The Institute will also engage conservation groups to 
collaborate with relevant government agencies (e.g., USDA, BLM and DOT) and 
develop the most effective methods to conserve other pollinators. 

The major goals of the Pollination and Pollinator Health Institute are 
anticipated to be accomplished in the next five years: 


Design and improve research frameworks to estimate direct and indirect 
economic benefits of pollinators to meet pollination requirements of 
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crops and natural systems and better quantify ramifications of further 
declines in pollinator health and diversity. 

• Identify crop management practices and systems that promote pollinator 
health and diversity and develop strategies for scaling up in diverse 
agro-ecosystems . 

• Increase pollinators' 1 access to nutritional resources which are 
affordable to landowners. This will expand upon policies of several USDA 
agencies {e.g., USFS, NRCS, and FSA) as well as building upon research 
collaborations with conservation organizations such as the North American 
Pollinator Protection Campaign, beekeepers and private landowners to 
accomplish this goal. 

• Adopt effective integrated pest management strategies to reduce pests 
such as parasitic Varroa mites below economic thresholds. These will 
include monitoring, developing novel chemical, genomic and biological 
control tactics which do not adversely affect honey bees or the 
environment 

• Expand tech transfer teams currently funded by NIFA that effectively 
demonstrate how selective breeding for Varroa mite resistance is lowering 
colony losses. The Institute will solicit grants to encourage 
transdisciplinary research on bee breeding and to develop sustainable 
business operations that provide these services for a fee to beekeepers. 

• Leverage other governmental and private funding resources to build on 
knowledge of molecular interactions between pests, diseases and 
beneficial microbiota, which may be tapped to develop innovative 
solutions for protect pollinators and improve pollinator health. 

• Develop innovative approaches to develop regional or crop specific Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) that protect both pollinators and crop 
production. Initiate collaboration with private industry to promote 
farmer adoption of BMPs for pollinator protection. 

• Leverage existing public outreach programs to more effectively educate 
the next generation of scientists to expand public awareness about the 
linkage of pollinators with sustaining our nation's food supply as well 
as involving citizens in efforts to protect pollinators (e.g.. 

Cooperative extension Service; extension, 4-H, Master Gardener, 
Agriculture In The Classroom and Lifelong Learning) . For additional 
leveraging, integrate university-funded outreach and extension 
programming with conservation groups and private sector/corporate efforts 
which to expand public engagement in activities that promote pollinator 
health . 

During fiscal years 2009 and 2010, the Economic Research Service (ERS) 
participated in the USDA pollinators committee and cooperative research 
agreements with North Carolina State and Montana State Universities to 
address the economic effects on honey and pollination markets. 

No research was conducted during fiscal years 2011 and 2012. 

The Senate Report 113-46 accompanying HR. 3547, the fiscal year 2014 
Omnibus Appropriations Bill, directed the Economic Research Service, "in 
consultation where appropriate with commercial beekeepers, to report to 
Congress on the economic value of honey bees within 180 days of enactment of 
this act. The report should consider all appropriate direct and indirect 
economic benefits, including the retail values of honey produced and crops 
pollinated, as well as identify whether sufficient data exists on crop yield 
increases resulting from honey bee pollination." The Economic Research 
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Service has assembled a team of researchers to investigate the commercial 
value of honey bees in the United States. 

In support of the Department's initiatives to improve pollinator 
health, ERS is collaborating on several investigations with partners at 
multiple USDA and Federal agencies. These joint research efforts are 
coordinated through the USDA Honey Bee Health/Colony Collapse Disorder (CCD) 
Steering Committee and are described in the Committee's Action Plan. The 
output from selected collaborations will be showcased at an ERS-hostea 
workshop at the American Agricultural Economics Association Annual Meeting in 
July, 2014. At this conference, ERS and the Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) will co-host a symposium on the economics of pollinator health. ERS 
and external cooperators will conduct research on: linkages between land 
management policy and honey bee health, consumer welfare impacts related to 
pollinator health challenges, the feasibility of substitute pollinator 
technology, and the development of improved risk management products for 
commercial bee keepers. 

[The information follows:] 

ERS activities related to Colony Collapse Disorder 



FY 2009 
Enacted 

FY 2010 
Enacted 

FY 2011 
Enacted 

FY 2012 
Enacted 

FY 2013 
Enacted 

FY 2014 
Estimate 

FY 2015 
Budget 

Colony 

Collapse 

Disorder 

Research 

$44,839 

$18,815 

$0 

$0 

$71, 978 

$143,956 

$220,000 


USDA and the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) , in consultation 
with other relevant Federal partners, are scaling up efforts to address the 
decline of honey bee health with a goal of ensuring the recovery of this 
critical subset of pollinators. NASS supports this USDA - EPA CCD National 
Action Plan, which emphasizes the importance of coordinated action to 
identify the extent and causal factors in honey bee and pollinator declines. 

As part of this effort, NASS has requested $2.0 million for FY 2015 to 
expand the current bee and honey data collections program. The requested 
funding will allow NASS to focus its resources and expertise to include 
questions related to colony losses, pests and parasites, management 
practices, crops pollinated and locations served, as well as estimates of 
revenues and expenses. Expansion of the loss survey of beehives was strongly 
encouraged by beekeepers, the National Academy of Sciences, and the USDA 
Office of the Inspector General. This action will provide improved baseline 
and annual data to determine the extent of CCD, in addition to providing 
quantitative information on potential causal factors, essential to the 
industry. 

NASS may supplement with a targeted survey, following feasibility 
analysis, of small beekeepers (< 5 colonies) and of recipients of pollinator 
services. NASS is committed to collaborating with USDA and the other 
departments on a unified and complementary approach to develop and support 
the Pollinator Health Initiative. This will allow NASS and its collaborators 
to address critical information needs at an accelerated pace and guide honey 
bee management at a national scale. 
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Asian Long-Horned Beetle 

Hr. Aderholt: Please update the summary provided in the fiscal year 
2013 hearing record regarding all USDA research and extension activities 
related to the Asian Long-Horned Beetle, including participating agencies and 
funding, for fiscal years 2009 through 2012. Also describe USDA r s plan for 
fiscal years 201 and 2015. 

Response: In support of the Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service 
(APHIS) eradication program, ARS has: 

• Discovered a pheromone that female Asian Long-horned Beetles (ALB) 
release to attract males that could lead to better lures and traps. 

• Developed a field guide for surveys used by APHIS and State Departments 
of Natural Resources, and internationally. 

• Determined that a particular maple tree known as painted maple is 
highly attractive to ALB, resulting in a sentinel tree system for early 
detection of adult beetles used by the California Department of Food 
and Agriculture and the New Hampshire Department of Agriculture. The 
Massachusetts Department of Agricultural Resources is also planning a 
pilot project. 

• Discovered and evaluated kairomones (host odors) of painted maple 
sentinel trees that show promise as an attractant for early detection 
of adult beetles. 

• Identified the male aggregation pheromone and female sex pheromone of 
ALB, as well as plant volatiles from host trees, resulting in a 
potential attractant for early detection of adult ALB. 

• Identified and determined that several natural enemy species native to 
the United States and to Europe successfully parasitize ALB, with 
potential use in biological control. 

• Conducted foreign exploration for natural enemies of ALB in its native 
Asian range and began evaluating their potential use in biocontrol. 

• Identified an encapsulated insecticide that quickly kills adult ALB 
that has been used by APHIS to target control of ALB where no other 
method exists. This insecticide is also used by the California 
Department of Food and Agriculture, in combination with the highly 
attractive sentinel tree, for detection and control of ALB in an 
attract-and-kill strategy. 

• With the Baylor College of Medicine, and supported by National 
Institutes of Health (NIH) , recently sequenced the genome of ALB as 
part of the ARS-led i5K Initiative to sequence 5,000 insect genomes. 

In 2014 and 2015 ARS research will focus on refining models that 
predict the spread of ALB, targeting the increasingly diverse and varied 
areas found infested by ALB (e.g., forests in the Worcester, MA, infestation 
and rural areas in the Ohio infestation) . ARS research will also refine 
models that predict ALB adult emergence from trees, facilitating predictions 
about when the beetle will reach peak levels. Collectively, these models 
will help APHIS increase the effectiveness of existing and new survey and 
control strategies, and significantly reduce the cost of eradication. ARS 
will also focus on expanding the impact of the sentinel trees and artificial 
lure, developing the attract-and-kill strategy, and finding and using 
additional biological control agents for safe beetle suppression. New 
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foreign exploration in Korea is likely to find new biological control agents 
of ALB eggs. 

ARS research activities related to Asian Long-Horned Beetle funding in 
fiscal year 2009 was $1,497,000; fiscal year 2010 was $1,516,000; fiscal year 
2011 was $1,512,000; fiscal year 2012 was $1,169,000; fiscal year 2013 was 
$1,065,000; fiscal year 2014 is estimated at $1,089,000; and fiscal year 2015 
is estimated at $1,089,000. 

NIFA supports research on Asian Long-Horned Beetle and provided 
$2,156,000 in FY 2009, $1,266,000 in FY 2010, $732,000 in FY 2011, $131,000 
in FY 2012, and $118,000 in FY 2013. The funding levels for FY 2014 and FY 
2015 are not available. In 2014 and 2015, NIFA plans to continue to support 
research in the area of Asian Long-Horned Beetle, including refining 
identification and monitory techniques, host plant resistance, and biological 
control. Funding will support activities that include prevention, early 
detection, and development of pest management strategies to mitigate the 
damage caused by Asian Long-Horned Beetle. 

ERS conducted no research in this area in fiscal years 2009 through 
2013, and none is planned for fiscal years 2014 or 2015. 


Food Defense and Homeland Security 

Mr. Aderholt: Please update the summary provided in the fiscal year 
2013 hearing record regarding all USDA research and extension activities 
related to food defense and homeland security, including participating 
agencies and funding, for fiscal years 2009 through 2012. Also describe 
OSDA' s plan for fiscal years 201 and 2015. 

Response: The USDA food defense and homeland security research 

activities are linked to Homeland Security Presidential Directive-9 {HSPD-9) 
and the President's National Strategy for Countering Biological Threats. ARS 
has unique and critical resources dedicated to ensuring that agricultural 
production is secure, sustainable, and efficient with the aim of providing 
American consumers with a healthy, safe, and affordable food supply. Many of 
these responsibilities involve protecting people, crops, livestock, poultry, 
aquaculture, and other living resources from pests and pathogens with the 
potential to cause severe economic consequences and/or public health 
incidents. USDA research and extension programs activities specifically 
target gaps in our food defense strategy by providing the scientific 
information and tools needed to mitigate the impact of incursions on our food 
supply. 

The Agricultural Research Service (ARS) will continue to implement 
strong national research programs for food defense and homeland security, 
including research on the emerging Coronaviruses of swine in the United 
States. ARS will conduct research to minimize the risk to American 
agriculture of diseases, contamination, and/or willful destruction of crops 
and animals to ensure that the safety of the food supply is not compromised. 
ARS conducts food defense and homeland security research in collaboration 
with the Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service, Food Safety and 
Inspection Service, Foreign Agricultural Service, Food and Drug 
Administration, Department of Homeland Security, Department of Defense, State 
Department, Environmental Protection Agency, Human and Health Services, and 
the Department of the Interior. 
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ARS research activities related to food defense and homeland security- 
funding in fiscal year 2009 was $35,454,000; fiscal year 2010 was 
$39,170,000; fiscal year 2011 was $35,715,000; fiscal year 2012 was 
$35,721,000; fiscal year 2013 was $33,175,000; fiscal year 2014 is estimated 
at $33,183,000; and fiscal year 2015 is estimated at $33,183,000. 

NIFA supports research on Food and Agriculture Defense Initiative and 
Homeland Securityand provided $43,700,000 in FY 2009, $44, 848, 000 in FY 2010, 
in FY 2011 $40,638,000, $40,647,000 in FY 2012, and $37,582,000 in 2013. NIFA 
expects to provide, $42,072,000 in FY 2014 and $42,072,000 in FY 2015. 

Funding will support nationally-coordinated plant and animal disease 
diagnostic networks and activities to identify and respond to high risk 
biological pathogens in the food and agricultural system. 

The Economic Research Service (ERS) conducted research during fiscal 
years 2009 through 2012 to support the needs set forth under the Homeland 
Security Presidential Directive (HSPD)9. Research developed and refined the 
capacity to conduct economic analyses of plant and animal disease outbreaks. 
ERS projects assessed the value of available data containing geographic 
information that could be used to improve geospatial analysis of homeland 
security issues related to food and agriculture industries. 

In fiscal years 2014 and 2015 at a cost of $934,000 each year, ERS 
researchers will collaborate with Federal and academic researchers to examine 
how economic variables and factors affect animal and crop disease outbreak 
assessments. This work will examine how economic analysis can help to develop 
clearer views of actual and hypothetical outbreaks, and to more fully identify 
what factors are significant in measuring the success of a mitigation or 
prevention efforts. This research focuses on efforts to introduce economic 
components into epidemiological analysis that will allow analysts and decision 
makers to include social (e.g., impacts on rural communities) considerations 
and expand the number of criteria that may be used to determine effective 
outbreak responses. In fiscal year 2015 ERS will continue to invest in the 
data and analytical capacity needed to provide the current market context and 
data need to support USDA Homeland Security event assessments. In addition, 

ERS is contributing expertise as subject matter experts to the Department of 
Homeland Security, Science and Technology Directorate, for the Agro-terrorism 
Risk Assessment. 

[The information follows:] 

ERS activities related to Food Defense and Homeland Security 



FY 2009 
Enacted 

FY 2010 
Enacted 

FY 2011 
Enacted 

FY 2012 

Enacted 

FY 2013 
Enacted 

FY 2014 
Estimate 

FY 2015 
Budget 

Food 

Defense 

and 

Homeland 

Security 

$983,000 

. 

$983,000 

$983,000 

$934,000 

$857,000 

$934,000 

$934,000 
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Antibiotic Resistance 

Mr. Aderholt: Please update the summary provided in the fiscal year 

2012 hearing record regarding all USDA research and extension activities 
related to antibiotic resistance, including participating agencies and 
funding, for fiscal years 2009 through 2012. Also describes LJSDA' s plan for 
fiscal years 2013 and 2014. 

Response: The Agricultural Research Service (ARS) conducts 
antimicrobial resistance research, and is actively involved with the National 
Antimicrobial Resistance Monitoring System (NARMS), which is funded and 
managed by the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) . In response to an FDA 
request and the need to improve the animal sampling plan, ARS has implemented 
a series of pilot studies that involves both universities and several ARS 
centers to collect samples on farm and at slaughter houses to perform 
antimicrobial resistance testing. These data will be used by FDA and USDA' s 
Food Safety and Inspection Service to make scientifically-based decisions for 
future animal sampling for NARMS. ARS is completing the pilot study analysis 
and conducting two other pilot studies that are evaluating emerging 
resistance and a potential intervention. The pilot project data collection 
and analysis is ongoing and is expected to be completed in the fall of 2014. 
In addition, ARS conducts research on the basic ecology of antimicrobial 
resistance to obtain a better understanding of the mechanisms for the 
development of resistance in production livestock. There are also a number of 
ongoing research projects assessing practices that will reduce the use of 
antibiotics in food producing animals. ARS co-sponsored an international 
meeting with the Office of International Epizootes on alternatives to 
antimicrobials which raised the awareness of this important initiative. 

Research on alternatives to antibiotics is an important effort by ARS 
and involves several strategies. For example, ARS is evaluating and 
developing vaccines for E. coli in cattle and Salmonella spp. in swine and 
poultry as well as evaluating the role of genetics and immune modulators. In 
2014 and 2015, ARS plans to continue the basic research on antimicrobial 
resistance as well as enhance the research on alternatives to antibiotics by 
evaluating the role of alternatives (both at the pre-harvest/on-farm and 
post-harvest level) and the role of management practices and the environment 
on the prevalence of antimicrobial resistance and emerging pathogens in food 
animals . 

ARS research activity related to antibiotic/antimicrobial resistance 
funding in fiscal year 2009 was $6,482,000; fiscal year 2010 was $6,594,000; 
fiscal year 2011 was $8,998,000; fiscal year 2012 was $8,998,000; fiscal year 

2013 was $8,721,000; fiscal year 2014 is estimated at $13,060,000; and fiscal 
year 2015 is estimated at $14,102,000. 

NIFA supports research on antibiotic resistanceand provided $752,000 in 
FY 2009, $1,981,000 in FY 2010, $2,900,000 in FY 2011, $1,686,000 in FY 2012; 
and $1,682,000 in FY 2013. It is estimated in fiscal years 2014 and 2015 
NIFA will fund antibiotic resistance work at a comparable level of about 
$1,800,000 in fiscal year 2014 and $31,093,000 in fiscal year 2015. In FY 
2015, NIFA proposes to create a new Innovation Institute on Antimicrobial 
Resistance (AMR) . The AMR Institute, funded at $25 million, will address AMR 
through a systems approach from the farm and farm environment to the consumer 
and thus engage public health medicine. This systems approach will engage 
public-private partnerships inclusive of trans-disciplinary teams of 
research, education, and extension/outreach personnel, animal scientists, 
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veterinarians, microbiologists, entomologists, soil scientists, social and 
behavioral scientists, engineers, and health-related practitioners — the 
latter typically excluded from agricultural and complex AMR research related 
work at the ecosystem level. Also, NIFA supported work includes studies of 
antimicrobial usage in dairy, beef, swine, and/or poultry production systems. 
Topics include prevalence and control of food-borne pathogens in meat and 
meat products, and livestock management practices that minimize the use of 
antimicrobials . 

During fiscal years 2009 through 2013, the Economic Research Service 
(ERS) examined the extent to which livestock were fed sub-therapeutic doses 
of antibiotics, the impact on farm productivity of such feeding, and whether 
the productivity losses from reducing such use can be offset by other 
production practices. These efforts resulted in published research on the 
hog and broiler sectors, as well as further ongoing research, and relies 
heavily on special questionnaire versions of the Agricultural Resource 
Management Survey covering farm operations during 2004 (hogs), 2006 
(broilers), 2009 (hogs), and 2011 (broilers), with another hog version 
planned for 2015 production. 

During fiscal years 2014 and 2015 at a cost of $83,497 and $84,331, 
respectively, ERS will continue to examine the impact on farm productivity of 
reduced feeding of antibiotics at sub-therapeutic levels, as well as the 
economics of alternatives to such uses. The agency will also use estimates 
of the farm-level cost and productivity impacts of restrictions on antibiotic 
use in order to model the potential market impacts of restrictions. That 
research will focus on livestock and meat prices, production, consumption, 
exports, and imports. The research findings will support USDA decision 
making on policies and programs to address the issue of antimicrobial 
resistance in animal agriculture by identifying the economic effects of 
possible restrictions on sub-therapeutic antimicrobial use, and by examining 
alternatives to sub-therapeutic antimicrobial use in on-farm production 
practices. ERS is collaborating with other USDA science and program agencies 
through the USDA Antimicrobial Resistance Working Group and plans to work 
with the proposed Antimicrobial Resistance Innovation Institute (AMR) to 
examine the economic implications of efforts to combat antimicrobial 
resistance . 


ERS activities related to antibiotic pest resistance 



FY 2009 i 
Enacted 

FY 2010 
Enacted 

FY 2011 
Enacted 

FY 2012 
Enacted 

FY 2013 ! 
Enacted : 

FY 2014 j 
Estimate i 

FY 2015 
Budget 

Antibiotic 

Pest 

Resistance 

research 

$92,078 

$93,958 

$82,876 

$82,876 

$82,876 i 

$83,497 i 

$84,331 


USDA Plant and Animal Genome Mapping Activities 

Mr. Aderholt: Please update the summary provided in the fiscal year 
2012 hearing record regarding all USDA plant and animal genome mapping 
activities, including participating agencies and funding, for fiscal years 
2009 through 2012. Also describe USDA's plan for fiscal years 201 and 2015. 
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Response: Agricultural Research Service (ARS) animal and plant genetic 
and genomic support for agricultural animal and crop species is coordinated 
through consortiums comprised of Federal agencies (National Institutes of 
Health, USDA-ARS, USDA-National Institute of Food and Agriculture, National 
Science Foundation, Department of Energy), universities, and the private 
sector. These initiatives are providing opportunities for expanding genomic 
resources, advancing systems biology and biomedical research, translating 
basic discovery to tools for improving animal and crop production and 
protection, and developing coordinated solutions to data access, analysis, 
and synthesis. 

For animal and crop genome mapping activities, second and third 
generation DNA sequencing instruments are being used to reduce sequencing 
costs, provide longer sequence reads and reduce errors in genome sequences to 
improve research productivity dramatically. 

Bovine, poultry (chicken and turkey) , swine, small ruminant (sheep and 
goat), insects and various aquaculture species (catfish, trout, Pacific 
oyster) have all had mapping and sequence progress in the past year, which 
enhances the ability to use genomic information in animal improvement. 
Database development for sharing data and analytical tools has been a focus 
and continues to be a high priority. 

In fiscal year 2014, initiatives for animal production include 
increases for genomic/phenotypic knowledge based development including: 

• Increasing the rate of genetic improvement for economically valuable 
traits relating to health, parasite resistance, production 
efficiencies and animal adaptability through use of genomic 
information; 

• Improving phenotype analysis including development of high 
throughput phenotyping platforms; 

• Identifying germplasm that is better adapted to changing and extreme 
environmental conditions; 

• Safeguarding and utilizing animal genetic resources, associated 
genetic and genomic databases, and bioinformat ic tools; and 

• Developing information, tools, and technologies that can be used to 
more rapidly improve animal production systems. 

The fiscal year 2015 budget initiatives for animal production include: 
1) advanced livestock genetic improvements and translational breeding for 
enhanced food production and 2) climate resilient livestock production 
systems. The proposed increases will enhance genomic/phenotypic knowledge- 
based development, including: 

• Improving trait analysis and performance evaluation (phenotyping) ; 

• Collecting of genomics data to improve prediction accuracy using 
next generation methods; and 

• Developing animal genetic resources to advance food security. 


The research is heavily focused on the development and application of 
genomics technologies to increase the efficiency and product quality of beef, 
dairy, swine, poultry, aquaculture, and sheep systems. 
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Crop genome mapping activity expanded greatly the past year and 
accelerated the genetic improvement of the major row crops and specialty 
crops for key traits including disease resistance, drought tolerance, 
nutritional improvement and yield. Crop database development for sharing 
data, information, and analytical tools continues to be a priority for crop 
genome mapping and germplasm improvement. 

In fiscal year 2014, new funding in crop production incorporates 
support for crop genome mapping and investments in the National Plant 
Germplasm System as follows: 

• Improving germplasm using next generation theory and methods for 
translating DNA sequences (genotype) to traits (phenotype), 

• Accelerating access and utilization of genomic and genetic 
information via the ARS crop genomic and genetic databases including 
MaizeGDB, SoyBaseCrop, GrainGenes, Legume Information System, and 
Gramene, 

• Accelerating 3-D root imaging for genome mapping of genes for 
adaptation to drought and nutrient stress, safeguard and evaluate 
crop genetic resources for food security. 

The fiscal year 2015 budget initiatives for crop production include: 1) 
advanced crop genetic improvements and translational breeding for enhanced 
food production and 2) climate resilient crops. The proposed increase will 
accelerate crop breeding and the improvement of high value traits in field 
crops, fruits and vegetables via the integration of data, cyber 
infrastructure, and bioinformatic tools as follows: 

• Expand the capacity of ARS cyberinfrastructure to serve more crops 
including fruits and vegetables, 

• Develop new bioinformatic tools and training that support genome- 
enabled breeding and the genetic analyses of traits, 

• Accelerate the integration of ARS genomic information and trait 
information/phenotyping pipelines and crop databases with high 
performance computing systems. 

ARS research activities related to animal genome mapping funding in 
fiscal year 2009 was $30,011,000; fiscal 2010 was $30,765,000; fiscal year 
2011 was $30,487,000; fiscal year 2012 was $29,611,000; fiscal year 2013 was 
$27,791,000; fiscal year 2014 is estimated at $33,095,000; and fiscal year 
2015 is estimated at $31,032,000. ARS research activities related to plant 
genome mapping funding in fiscal year 2009 was $12,511,000; fiscal year 2010 
was $13,254,000; fiscal year 2011 was $13,242,000; fiscal year 2012 was 
$12,971,000; fiscal year 2013 was $12,009,000; fiscal year 2014 is estimated 
at $15,096,000; and fiscal year 2015 is estimated at $15,096,000. 

The National Institute of Food and Agriculture (NIFA) supports research 
on plant and animal genome mappingand provided $56,261,000 in FY 2009, 
$55,837,000 in FY 2010, $60,962,000 in FY 2011, and $48,354,000 in FY 2012. 
Estimated funding amounts for FY 2013 and FY 2014 are $41,980,000 and 
$48,972,000 respectively. In 2014 and 2015 NIFA plans to continue to support 
research in the areas of Plant and Animal Genomics. Animal genomics efforts 
for USDA continue to follow the research, extension, and outreach priorities 
set forth in the USDA Animal Genomics Blueprint for 2008-2017. NIFA has 
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addressed these priorities related to animal genome mapping through 
competitive program opportunities. As a result, the draft genome sequences 
of chicken, turkey, cattle, and pig are now completed. This was possible 
with USDA partnering with other federal agencies, such as the National 
Institutes of Health, stakeholders, states and international entities. Funds 
are being used for plant genome mapping to include genome structure and 
organization, functional genomics, bioinformatics and applied genomics. 

ERS conducted no research in this area in fiscal years 2009 through 
2013, and none is planned for fiscal years 2014 and 2015. 


Citrus Greening 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a summary of all USDA activities regarding 
citrus greening, including participating agencies and funding fiscal years 
2009 through 2012. Please include information on the citrus greening 
advisory board. Also describe USDA's plan for fiscal years 201 and 2015. 

Response: Huanglongbing (HLB, also known as Citrus Greening) , 
transmitted by the Asian citrus psyllid, is the most serious threat to the 
U.S. citrus industry since it was first detected in Florida in 2005, causing 
millions of dollars in damage and lost revenue in Florida. The disease was 
confirmed in an orange grove in Texas in 2011, and in 2012 was reported in 
California from a single residential tree that was immediately removed. 
Infected trees identified over the approximately 20 acre grove in Texas are 
being removed. Psyllid suppression efforts continue in all citrus producing 
states, since greening threatens the citrus industry wherever it is 
discovered. Currently, the Florida industry has serious cause for concern, 
due to the significant fruit drop in 2014 as a result of the disease. 

Since December, 2009, the USDA' s - Animal and Plant Health Inspection 
Service (APHIS), Agricultural Research Service (ARS) , and National Institute 
of Food and Agriculture (NIFA) have coordinated research, extension, and 
regulatory efforts as part of the Citrus Health Response Program (CHRP) with 
industry leaders from primary citrus-producing states. The goal of the 
Science and Technology Committee that emerged through this effort is to fully 
coordinate individual research projects for solutions to citrus greening. 
Funding for these programs comes from several sources, including federal and 
state funds, and grants provided by state box tax programs. 

Recently, Secretary Vilsack established the HLB MAC (Multi-Agency 
Coordination) group in response to the citrus industry's request for more 
urgency and greater coordination in the response to HLB. Immediately, USDA 
established a new, unified emergency response framework to better position 
the Department to respond in a more agile, concerted, and direct way to 
address both the immediate and long-term needs of the citrus industry. The 
Group includes representatives from USDA's APHIS (the MAC lead agency), ARS, 
and NIFA, as well as State departments of agriculture and the citrus 
industry. The HLB MAC Group will help to coordinate and prioritize E'ederal 
research with industry's efforts to complement and fill research gaps, reduce 
unnecessary duplication, speed progress, and more quickly provide practical 
tools for citrus growers to use. The HLB MAC Group will quickly work toward 
delivering practical and short-term solutions to the growers in their efforts 
to combat the disease. A total of 321 million has been committed to fund 
promising projects expected to provide such solutions to citrus greening. 
Although solutions to greening are especially critical to survival of the 
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Florida industry, all citrus producing states are threatened by this disease 
and will benefit from the solutions and tools that are developed. 

ARS research plans for FY 2014 and FY 2015 to control and manage citrus 
greening are multifaceted, and build on interdisciplinary research progress 
made since 2009. This includes (1) continued improvement on biological and 
chemical control methods that provide significant saving to the growers and 
reduce pesticide use; (2) new strategies for sampling and survey that aid 
regional and national disease eradication and psyllid suppression programs; 

(3) early detection of the organism that causes greening, to detect in the 
insect vector and in trees prior to symptom development; (4) therapeutic 
treatments for infected trees (including thermo-therapy) ; (5) new methods 
that interfere with transmission of the pathogen by the insect vector; and 
(6) production of promising commercial citrus cultivars and rootstocks that 
are tolerant or resistant, that can be used in an integrated management 
program. Although progress has been made in all areas, many of these are 
long term research programs. Currently, the best solution is that of 
suppressing psyllid populations on an area-wide basis and removal of infected 
trees to eliminate the source of inoculum, followed by replant and protection 
of healthy trees until bearing age. 

ARS research activity related to citrus greening funding in fiscal year 
2009 was $642,000; fiscal year 2010 was $1,645,000; fiscal year 2011 was 
$1,638,000; fiscal year 2012 was $1,490,000; fiscal year 2013 was $1,389,000; 
fiscal year 2014 is estimated at $1,828,000; and fiscal year 2015 is 
estimated at $1,828,000. 

NIFA's discretionary funding supports research on Citrus Greeningand 
provided $878,000 in FY 2009, $1,665,000 in FY 2010, $217,000 in FY 20il, in 
FY 2012, $9,645,000, and an estimated investment of $630,000 in FY 2013. In 
FY 2014 and FY 2015 NIFA-USDA plans to continue to support research in the 
area of Citrus Greening by providing $25 million in Specialty Crops to 
address citrus health issues. 

NIFA is an active member of the Citrus Health Research Program, which 
is coordinating research across public-sector research organizations (APHIS, 
ARS, NIFA and land-grant universities) in partnership with the National 
Citrus Board. This group is focused on developing immediate solutions that 
will make it possible to keep trees that are already infected alive and 
productive (extremely urgent for Florida) and to slow or prevent the spread 
of the Huanglongbing (HLB) disease and the psyllid vector throughout the U.S. 
growing region. The longer-term strategy includes the development of new 
citrus cultivars that will provide citrus growers trees that are unaffected 
by the psyllid vector and are resistant to HLB (as well as Canker and other 
diseases) and possibly a transition to a new cropping system. 

NIFA provided funding to 18 competitive projects related to citrus 
greening from FY 2008 to FY 2012. These projects involved nine 
organizations: Arizona State University; Carnegie Mellon University; Citrus 
Research & Development Foundation; ISCA Technologies, Inc.; Puerto Rico 
Agricultural Extension Service; University of California; University of 
Florida; USDA/ARS; and Washington State University. 


ERS conducted no research in this area in fiscal years 2009 through 
2013, and none is planned for fiscal years 2014 and 2015. 
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Marmora ted Stinkbug 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a summary of all USDA activities 
regarding the brown marmorated stinkbug, including participating agencies and 
funding for fiscal years 2009 through 2012. Please include information on 
the citrus greening advisory board. Also describe USDA's plan for fiscal 
years 201 and 2015. 

Response: The Agricultural Research Service (ARS) has assumed a 
leadership role in the effort to advance priorities established in the 
National Institute of Food and Agriculture (NI FA) -sponsored Brown Marmorated 
Stink Bug (BMSB) Working Group, as detailed in the group's strategic plan 
( http: //www. northeast ipm. orq/workinq-qroups/bmsb-working-qroup/ ) . ARS has 
implemented an aggressive research program and actively partnered with the 
Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service, Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) , and land-grant universities across the United States to accomplish 
these priorities. 

ARS researchers have established the efficacy of a broad range of 
insecticides against BMSB to ensure that growers have critical stop-gap 
management solutions, identified natural enemies of BMSB, identified natural 
lures, and have developed traps for monitoring BMSB and effective methods of 
biocontrol . 

Example accomplishments are as follows: 

• ARS scientists in Kearneysville, West Virginia, lead an ongoing NIFA 
Specialty Crop Research Initiative (SCRI) project ($5.7 million) that 
is designed to develop monitoring and management tools for BMSB in 
specialty crops. Fourteen cooperating institutions from ten States have 
partnered on this project. Another proposal, funded by the NIFA Organic 
Research and Extension Initiative, targets tools for the organic 
farming community. 

• ARS scientists in Kearneysville, West Virgina, have determined the 
effectiveness of currently labeled insecticides and those being 
considered for emergency exemptions to control BMSB. A key finding was 
the short residual activity of materials under field conditions. 

Several pyrethroid-based insecticides were found to be excellent 
controls. One, bifenthrin, received an EPA Section 18 (emergency) 
exemption for use on BMSB in orchards. A neonicotinoid, Dinotefuran, 
was also found to be effective. Dinotefuran also received an EPA 
Section 18 (emergency) exemption for use on BMSB in orchards. 

• ARS scientists in Kearneysville, West Virginia, are developing a 
monitoring trap for BMSB that uses olfactory and visual cues that are 
attractive to BMSB. Traps baited with lights representing attractive 
wavelengths and intensities captured 200-400 times more adults than 
unbaited traps . 

• ARS scientists in Beltsville, Maryland and Kearneysville, West 
Virginia, collaborated on field bioassays and have made a breakthrough 
in identifying the aggregation pheromone from adult males. Tests 
conducted throughout 2012 and 2013 confirmed this identification, 
providing the first effective means to monitor and trap the bug 
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throughout the season. 

• Scientists in Beltsviile, Maryland, and Kearneysville, West Virginia, 
are further investigating a recently identified powerful synergist 
(increases trap captures 100-fold) for the aggregation pheromone as 
part of an IPM program. ARS researchers also identified light-based 
cues for BMSB that significantly enhance attractiveness of the traps. 

• ARS scientists in Beltsviile, Maryland, have found some natural 
compounds that can deter bug feeding on the plants and repel them away 
from their food source to protect the crops from damage. 

• ARS scientists in Beltsviile, Maryland, initiated a new project using 
recent technologies to develop inhibiting RNAs (RNAi) targeting 
specific genetic material of the BMSB. These will be developed as novel 
molecular biopesticides for BMSB control. 

• In cooperation with the ARS overseas biocontrol laboratories, ARS 
researchers in Newark, Delaware, are leading long-term projects for 
biological control solutions, with foreign exploration in Asia, to find 
natural enemies adapted to BMSB in its native range. These scientists 
are coordinating host range evaluations at the Newark laboratory and 
several cooperator locations across the United States. 

• ARS researchers in Washington, D.C., Newark, Delaware, and Montpellier, 
France, are working together on taxonomic research needed to 
conclusively identify key indigenous and Asian natural enemies of BMSB. 
Since 2012, these researchers have also sponsored annual identification 
workshops to train other researchers across the country. 

In fiscal years 2014 and 2015, ARS will focus on developing the lure- 
base monitoring systems and associated tools and test biocontrol agents for 
release. Researchers will focus on understanding the biology of the BMSB 
with the intent of interrupting its movement in the field. ARS researchers in 
Newark, DE, will continue screening the impact of compounds registered for 
use in organic crops on stink bug parasitoids (as part of the NIFA 
Agriculture and Food Research Initiative) . 

Funding for ARS research activities related to BMS3 is as follows: no 
funding in fiscal year 2009; fiscal year 2010 was $800,000; fiscal year 2011 
was $750,000; fiscal year 2012 was $875,000; fiscal year 2013 was $798,000; 
fiscal year 2014 is estimated at $1,415,000; and fiscal year 2015 is 
estimated at $1,415,000. 

NIFA supports research on the brown marmorated stink bug (BMSB) and 
provided $1,133,000 in FY 2009, $1,133,000 in FY 2010, in FY 2011 $536,000 
and $3,182,000 in FY 2012 and $472,000 in FY 2013 (estimated). It expects to 
provide $3,198,000 in FY 2014 and $3,198,000 in 2015. Funding will support 
activities that include pest management of the BMS3 . 

ERS conducted no research in this area in fiscal years 2009 through 
2013, and none is planned for fiscal years 2014 and 2015. 
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Alfalfa 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a summary of all USDA activities 
regarding alfalfa, including participating agencies and funding, for fiscal 
years 2009 through 2012. Also describe USDA' s plan for fiscal years 201 and 
2015. 


Response: Agricultural Research Service (ARS) scientists are conducting 
alfalfa genetic improvement and marker selection research for biotic and 
abiotic stresses to build a genetic pipeline to help accelerate the 
development of superior performing plants. The Plant Germplasm Introduction 
and Testing Research Station expands the genetic diversity in the U.S. 
alfalfa germplasm collection, improves availability of information about 
alfalfa genetic resources, and distributes alfalfa germplasm evaluated for 
priority agricultural traits. The value of alfalfa produced annually is 
$10. 9B which ranks fourth in the U.S. as a commodity (NASS 2013). 


For FY 2014 and FY 2015, ARS has developed a coordinated national 
research plan to increase the impact of agency alfalfa research and to build 
effective linkages with university and industry partners. The coordinated 
plan addresses three broad areas of research that provide value to the 
alfalfa, forage, and dairy industries including, but not limited to the 
following: 1) germplasm improvement (yield, biotic and abiotic stress, marker 
assisted selection); 2) management for animal nutrient intake and for revenue 
lines; and 3) ecosystem services (rotational effect, soil health [N, P, K, 
microbes], and carbon sequestration). More specifically, ARS scientists are 
identifying molecular markers for disease and nematode resistance, salt 
tolerance, drought resistance and climate resilience to accelerate alfalfa 
genetic improvement. ARS scientists are also exploring novel harvest 
technologies to improve the utility of fresh cut alfalfa and alfalfa hay for 
multiple uses and to expand the marketing opportunities for alfalfa products. 
An additional research focus is to improve ensiling techniques and 
technologies to improve value and reduce waste. 

Specific accomplishments for alfalfa research include: 

Rapid DNA-based paternity testing assay for alfalfa that will speed 
rate of alfalfa improvement . In alfalfa variety development programs, the 
pollen donors of plants being evaluated are mostly unknown. This lack of 
paternal identity leads to slower genetic improvement from alfalfa breeding 
programs. ARS developed a low-cost, rapid DNA-based paternity testing 
laboratory assay for alfalfa, including necessary computational 
software. This new technology will double the amount of genetic information 
available to alfalfa breeders allowing them to target and select specific 
genetic lines and significantly increase the yield and adaptability of 
existing and developing alfalfa varieties. 

Novel alfalfa management options to contribute to improved ethanol 
potential . In an alfalfa biomass energy production system, alfalfa hay can be 
separated into cellulose-rich stems to produce liquid fuel (ethanol) and 
leaves to produce a valuable high protein livestock feed. Maximizing yield of 
leaf protein and stem cell wail sugars is essential for optimum economic 
return of such a biofuel production system. ARS found that using new biomass 
type alfalfas together with modified cutting management strategies will 
increase the profitability of alfalfa biomass production systems by reducing 
costs as much as 19%. 
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Elevated salinity of soils greatly limits alfalfa production . 
Identifying and characterizing genes that control the complex trait of salt 
tolerance in alfalfa will accelerate conventional breeding programs and 
increase production efficiency, sustainability and value. ARS performed next 
generation sequencing to determine the activities of genes in alfalfa 
cultivars that contrasted in salt tolerance. The findings revealed a broad 
spectrum of genes affected by salt stress. Knowledge on genes and gene 
expression will speed the development of new salt-tolerant cultivars and 
marker-assisted selection in breeding programs. 

Nitrogen supply from alfalfa . Alfalfa captures nitrogen from the air 
for use by the plant. Over time, this process enriches the soil with 
nitrogen, providing fertilizer for later crop rotations. However, it is not 
known how this nitrogen supply varies with crop and soil management. ARS 
found that the residual nitrogen supply was not affected either by livestock 
manure application to the alfalfa or by using no-tillage instead of complete 
mixing of alfalfa residue with the soil. It was also discovered that 
approximately 50% of the time, alfalfa provides residual nitrogen adequate 
for both the first and second subsequent crops of corn, saving the farmer 
about $160 per acre and reducing the amount of fossil fuel needed to produce 
corn. 


ARS research activity related to alfalfa funding in fiscal year 2009 
was $3,367,000; fiscal year 2010 was $4,124,000; fiscal year 2011 was 
$3,768,000; fiscal year 2012 was $4,322,000; fiscal year 2013 was $4,393,000; 
fiscal year 2014 is estimated at $4,918,000; and fiscal year 2015 is 
estimated at $4,918,000. 


The National Institute of Food and Agriculture supports research on 
alfalfaand provided $2,425,000 in FY 2009 and $2,025,000 in FY 2010, and 
$1,264,000 in FY 2011, $697,000 in FY 2012, and $1,299,000 in FY 2013 
(estimated) . The active AFRI, Hatch, and Biotechnology Risk Assessment 
program projects include, but are not limited to, alfalfa topics such as: 
understanding and mitigation strategies for co-existence/gene flow in 
alfalfa; improving alfalfa quality and production as a biofuel feedstock; 
enhancement of alfalfa forage quality for animal feed by alfalfa breeding and 
genetic improvements; developing tolerance to changing climatic conditions 
and biotic diseases in alfalfa production by breeding and genetic enhancement 
technologies; and understanding interactions of symbiotic bacteria with their 
alfalfa host in fixing nitrogen from the soil. Other programs have also 
included alfalfa in multi-crop studies. In FY 2014, NIFA is initiating a new 
program first funded in 2014 appropriations of $1.4 million to support 
Alfalfa and Forage Research. The legislative authority states that research 
and extension grants may be made for the purpose of studying improvements in 
alfalfa and forage yields, biomass and persistence, pest pressures, the 
bioenergy potential of alfalfa and other forages, and systems to reduce 
losses during harvest and storage. NIFA has developed a request for 
applications based on the legislative authority, stake holder input, 
strategic plans developed by USDA, REE and NIFA. The timeline for 
implementation of this program is as follows: estimated release date of the 
RFA is May 6, 2014; deadline for submission of applications is June 16; panel 
date is July 21; proposals to grants office for processing by August 15; 
awards made September 15. An estimated eight awards will be made. 
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ERS conducted no research in this area in fiscal years 200 S through 
2013, and none is planned for fiscal years 2014 and 2015. 


Protection of Research 

Mr. Aderholt: At the hearing on March 26, the Subcommittee discussed 
with Dr. Wotecki some recent incidents of foreign nationals attempting to 
steal agricultural technology. Please provide additional information on 
USDA' s policies, procedures and protocols to protect its research, data and 
information systems from espionage. 

Response: ARS has multiple policies and procedures, consistent with 
Departmental policies and procedures, in place to protect the mission of the 
agency from insider threats by focusing resources in two key areas: 1) 
access to laboratory and administrative facilities throughout the United 
States and 2) protection of intellectual property. Additional information is 
provided as follows: 

1) Access to laboratory and administrative facilities throughout the 
United States. USDA has in place a multi-faceted identification, clearance, 
oversight, and review process intended to protect itself from foreign 
national espionage. That process is presently being modified to ensure that 
each of its agencies has a comprehensive foreign national visitor access 
management program in place that proactively identifies any issues of concern 
and responds quickly to emerging areas of interest. Source checks in advance 
of visits, single points of contact for overall program responsibilities, 
appropriate clearance levels for program management, and specific guidance 
are all components of the enhanced program. Each procedure individually, and 
all collectively, function to ensure that access to unauthorized areas within 
facilities, discussions unrelated to job responsibilities or authorities, 
access to sensitive information, and access to information systems do not 
occur unless proper preauthorization has occurred. ARS policies, procedures 
and protocols to protect its research, data and information systems from 
espionage include: 

• IT securities for logging on to any ARS network from any location or 
device . 

• Physical securities for domestic and foreign nationals to access ARS 
labs and field locations. 

• Virus protection software required to be installed and updated on 
all ARS devices. 

• Policies that require use of lab notebooks within an ARS location. 

• External and internal cameras operational; visitors are required to 
sign in and are escorted by authorized personnel through facilities. 

• All computers password protected per agency/department policies and 
not accessible by visitors, with the exception of equipment with 
dedicated computers that are being serviced by a vendor. 
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2) Protection of intellectual property. Protection of intellectual 
property (IP) includes an extensive array of policies and procedures, as 
follows : 

A) Protecting IP through agreements 

i) Confidentiality Agreement (CA) 

ii) Material Transfer Agreement (MTA) 

iii) Cooperative Research and Development Agreement (CRADA) 

iv) Material Transfer Research Agreements (MTRA) 

v} Trust Fund Cooperative Agreement (TFCA) 

vi) Non-Funded Cooperative Agreement (NFCA) 

B) Protecting IP through official delegation of authority 

i) Technology Transfer in ARS (REE Policy and Procedure 

ii) Delegation of Authority for Authorized Departmental Officers 
(REE Policy and Procedure 700.0 v.2) 

iii) Selection, Appointment, and Responsibilities of the 
Authorized Departmental Officer's Designated Representative 
(ADODR) (REE Policy and Procedure 701.0) 

C) Protecting IP through training 

i) Training is required for scientists to be delegated 
authorities as an Authorized Departmental Officers 
Designated Representative 

ii) Good Laboratory Notebook Practices training from the ARS 
Office of Technology Transfer 

(http: //www. ars . usda . gov/business/docs . htm?doc.id=19045&pf”l ) 

The Economic Research Service protects the security of confidential 
data and market sensitive information from multiple sources of inappropriate 
use, including potential espionage. ERS sets file permissions to limit 
access to restricted data to only those staff members who have a demonstrated 
need for the information. The most sensitive data is housed in secure data 
labs that cannot be accessed via the Agency's IT network. All staff members 
with access to restricted data must complete annual data security training. 
ERS follows USDA procedures for security checks for permanent staff, 
temporary staff, and visitors. 

The National Agricultural Statistics Service's (NASS) International 
Programs Office has consulted with the USDA Office of General Counsel (OGC) 
and asked for guidance on working with foreign visitors. NASS and OGC are 
working together to review security protocols and documentation to establish 
the proper levels of collaboration between U.S. and foreign nationals. 


National Agricultural Statistics Service 

Mr. Aderholt: Please update the list provided in the fiscal year 2014 
hearing record of the countries to which NASS is providing technical 
assistance, including a brief description of the assistance provided, for 
fiscal years 2009 through 2013 and estimates for fiscal year 2014. 

Response: These activities are conducted on a reimbursable basis with 
support from other federal agencies. As the premier agricultural statistics 
agency in the world, the National Agricultural Statistics Service (NASS) is 
supporting the U.N. Global Strategy to Improve Agricultural and Rural 
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Statistics. NASS staff support this international effort, which affects 
world agricultural statistics released by the USDA World Agricultural Outlook 
Board. Following is a list of countries in alphabetical order and the 
activities that have occurred, or are planned to occur, for each fiscal year. 


Afghanistan 

FY 2011: Staff conducted an initial assessment of the capabilities of the 
government agencies responsible for agricultural statistics in Afghanistan 
and made recommendations for a capacity building program. 

Argentina 

FY 2013: Staff, at the request of the U.S. Embassy in Buenos Aires, 
conducted a series of lectures on agricultural statistics methodology with 
the Ministry of Agriculture and regional grain exchanges {bolsas} to 
improve crop production estimation. 

Armenia 

FY 2009: Staff assisted with the initial planning for collecting 
agricultural data with the Armenian Population Census and conducting an 
agricultural census following the population census. 

FY 2010: Staff continued to assist with the preparation of the population 
and agricultural censuses, including how to establish an agricultural 
producer register from the results. NASS staff also assisted with the 
preparations for a food safety survey. 

FY 2011: Staff assisted in the review of pilot population census results 
and continued to prepare for the agricultural census. Staff also helped 
start a food safety survey across the country. 

FY 2012: Staff assisted in the review of the agricultural data collected 
from the population census and made preparations for the agricultural 
census . 

FY 2013: Staff assisted in the development of a detailed plan of work and 
time schedule for the agricultural census. It included a plan to test the 
census questionnaire with rural agricultural households, data collection 
procedures and a public relations plan. Staff also assisted with the 
publication of agricultural information gathered in the population census. 

FY 2014: Staff continues to assist with the development of the 
agricultural census currently scheduled for data collection in October 
2014. Staff observed data collection of the Pilot Agricultural Census 
conducted in November 2013. 

Banglades h 

FY 2012: NASS conducted an assessment of the capacity of the government 
for agricultural data collection and analysis in support of the Feed the 
Future program. 

FY 2013: Staff worked with other U.S. government agencies and the 
government of Bangladesh to create a proposal of appropriate strategies to 
further develop a national system that produces reliable and timely 
agricultural Statistics. The system will align with the National Strategy 
for the Development of Statistics and the Global Strategy to Improve 
Agricultural and Rural Statistics. 
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FY 2014: Staff will work with other U.S. government agencies and the 
government of Bangladesh to implement the agreed upon strategies to 
develop a national system that produces reliable and timely agricultural 
Statistics. The system will align with the National Strategy for the 
Development of Statistics and the Global Strategy to Improve Agricultural 
and Rural Statistics. 

Brazil 

FY 2009: Two groups visited the United States for training on the survey 
methodology and procedures for objective yield surveys in general with 
specific application for citrus objective yield. 

FY 2010: Staff from the Brazilian Institute of Geography and Statistics 
attended a NASS workshop preparing for the Agricultural Resource 
Management Survey and worked with NASS staff to design a similar survey in 
Brazil . 

FY 2014: Staff plans to conduct an assessment of the capacity of Sao 
Paulo, Brazil to collect, analyze and disseminate citrus area and 
production estimates. 

Georgia 

FY 2009: NASS staff provided assistance to the Georgian Department of 
Statistics in the development of data collection quality control 
procedures. In addition, staff assisted in the analysis and summarization 
of Georgian quarterly agricultural survey and designed the sample for 
2010. Staff from the Georgian Department of Statistics also traveled to 
the United States for training on survey methodology. 

FY 2010: Staff assisted with the analysis and summarization of quarterly 
agricultural survey data. Staff helped develop interviewer training 
programs and training for regional offices within Georgia. NASS staff 
also helped conduct data users meetings to determine the data needs of 
both public and private data users in the country. Finally, NASS assisted 
in producing a supplemental survey on animal health practices. 

FY 2011: NASS staff assisted in preparations for the 2011 quarterly 
agricultural surveys. Staff also assisted in the review and analysis of 
the animal health practices survey. In addition, staff helped conduct 
regional training on data collection and survey methodology. 

FY 2012: NASS continued to provide technical assistance to improve the 
quarterly agricultural surveys by instituting new survey methodologies and 
quality control procedures. NASS is assisting with collection and 
processing of animal health data from a survey of farmers and a survey of 
veterinarians . 

FY 2013: NASS staff continued the FY 2012 program of assistance. 

Technical assistance efforts by NASS included assisting GEOSTAT to prepare 
annual and quarterly statistical publications; assisting GEOSTAT to update 
the list of agricultural operators and select new samples of agricultural 
operators for 2013 surveys; and assisting GEOSTAT in the beginning 
preparations for conducting an agricultural census and population census 
in November 2014 . 

FY 2014: NASS will continue work to design and implement new agricultural 
surveys necessary to provide data for public and private sector users of 
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Georgian agricultural statistics including the MOA' s unit 
outlook and agricultural policy analysis. NASS staff will 
assist in preparations of the agricultural census planned 
2014. 


for market 
continue to 
for November 


Ghana 

FY 2011: NASS conducted an assessment of the capacity of the Government 
of Ghana for agricultural data collection and analysis in support of the 
Feed the Future program. 

FY 2012: NASS visited appropriate officials and staff at the Ministry of 
Food and Agriculture and the Ghana Statistical Service to determine their 
priorities and identify collaborative activities for improving the 
timeliness and accuracy of the agricultural statistics they produce. This 
information formed the basis of a detailed plan for moving forward with an 
agricultural statistics improvement project. 


Feed the Future 

FY 2013: Staff continued to work with USAID to conduct agricultural 
statistics assessments in preparation for Feed the Future projects. An 
in-depth country assessment was conducted in Uganda. 


FY 2014: Staff will continue to work with USAID to conduct in-depth 
country assessments in priority countries in Africa and Asia. Senegal, 
Malawi, Mozambique and Cambodia have been identified as priority 
countries . 


Haiti 

FY 2010: NASS staff conducted an initial assessment of the market 
information and agricultural statistics system in Haiti during August 
2010. 

FY 2011: Staff completed an assessment of the agricultural statistics 
system in Haiti that included the Ministry of Agriculture, Natural 
Resources and Rural Development, National Food Security Coordination 
Office, National Center for Geo Spatial Information, Food Security 
Network, and the Haitian Institute of Statistics and Computing. NASS 
hosted a study tour for selected representatives of organizations 
associated with agricultural statistics to establish a long-term capacity 
building program in Haiti. 

FY 2012: NASS worked with Haitian officials to implement an agricultural 
statistics capacity building program. A pilot project to test methodology 
for an annual agricultural survey was implemented. 

FY 2013: NASS assisted with training Haitian staff in the areas of data 
collection, editing, analysis, summarization and quality control 
procedures for agricultural surveys. This training resulted in conducting 
the first nationwide sample survey for crop production and livestock 
inventory. 

FY 2014: NASS continued training Haitian staff in the areas of data 
editing, analysis, summarization and data dissemination for the first data 
release from the 2013 agricultural survey. Further training will continue 
in preparation for the 2014 crop production and livestock inventory survey 
cycles . 
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India 

FY 2013: NASS staff met with counterparts in the Ministry of Agriculture 
and public and private research institutions to assess areas that are of 
highest importance for cooperation in agricultural statistics and market 
information. 

FY 2014: NASS, along with other USDA agencies, continued its cooperative 
relationship with Indian counterparts and proposed training and study 
tours for improving agricultural statistics methodologies, 

Indonesia 

FY 2010: NASS staff conducted an extensive review of the agricultural 
statistics system of the Central Bureau of Statistics and provided 
recommendations for improvements. 


FY 2014: NASS will host two statisticians from the Ministry of 
Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries for two months. Training activities 
will focus on the contractual agreement NASS has with the National 
Association of State Departments of Agriculture (NASDA) to hire the 
enumerative staff for NASS surveys. The Japanese visitors will also 
receive training on general NASS survey and statistical methodology. 

Madagascar 

FY 2009: NASS organized and hosted a study tour for officials with the 
Directorate of Information Systems at the Malagasy Ministry of 
Agriculture, Livestock and Fisheries. The group learned about 
organization, methodology, and management of programs for preparing and 
disseminating official agricultural statistics, conducting economic 
analyses relative to production agriculture and agricultural markets, and 
developing marketing strategies. Further activities were suspended by the 
U.S. State Department because of political instability in Madagascar. 

Moldova 

FY 2011: NASS staff conducted an assessment of the Moldova National 
Bureau of Statistics, capacity to collect, analyze, and disseminate 
agricultural statistics. Recommendations were provided for developing the 
Moldova General Agricultural Census (GAC) questionnaire. The design of a 
list sampling frame from GAC respondents was initiated. 

FY 2012: NASS assisted with the development of a regular agricultural 
survey program. The survey program will consist of other, smaller surveys 
that use the sampling frame generated from the GAC as a basis for the 
sample. 

Mongolia 

FY 2009: Staff worked with the National Statistics Office to design a 
sample to determine livestock mortality rates in pilot aimags (states) to 
be used to determine indemnity payments for an index-based livestock 
insurance program sponsored by the World Bank. Staff also summarized 
results of the survey. 

FY 2010: Staff continued work with the National Statistics Office to 
design a sample to determine livestock mortality rates in pilot and 
operational aimags (states) to be used to determine indemnity payments for 
an index based livestock insurance program. Staff assisted the National 
Statistics Office's development of a summarization system. 
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FY 2011: Staff continued work with the National Statistics Office to 
design a sample to determine livestock mortality rates in pilot and 
operational aimags {states) to be used to determine indemnity payments for 
an index based livestock insurance program. The program covered over 
eighty percent of the country. 

FY 2012: Staff continued to assist with implementation of the index-based 
livestock insurance program. The program was expanded to cover the entire 
country. The National Statistics Office has the capacity to design a 
sample, collect the required data and summarize the results to meet the 
needs of the livestock insurance program. 

Mozambique 

FY 2011: NASS conducted an assessment of the capacity of the government 
to collect and analyze agricultural data. 

Nigeria 

FY 2009: NASS staff conducted an initial assessment of Nigeria's 
agricultural statistics program. As a result, a team of agricultural 
statisticians from several organizations traveled to the United States for 
a study tour to learn about our agricultural statistics system. At the 
end of the tour, the group decided to request assistance to develop a 
pilot area sampling frame in one State. 

FY 2010: NASS staff assisted geographic information systems personnel in 
developing the area sampling frame in Kaduna State. Staff also assisted 
in the development of a questionnaire and data collection methods for a 
pilot survey using the area sampling frame. Finally, staff assisted in 
the summarization of the data collected in the pilot survey. 

FY 2011: Staff assisted with the evaluation of the area sampling frame 
based on the results of the pilot survey. 

Pakistan 

FY 2011: Staff conducted an initial assessment of the agricultural 
statistics capabilities within the Ministry of Food and Agriculture, 
Federal Bureau of Statistics, and the Punjab Province Crop Reporting 
Service to develop a capacity building program. 

Russia 

FY 2010: NASS staff provided training on survey methodology and sampling 
procedures to the Federal State Statistics Service of the Russian 
Federation as part of a project funded by the World Bank. 

Rwand a 

FY 2013: NASS staff conducted an assessment of the agricultural 
statistics capacity of the Government of Rwanda and prepared an initial 
plan to work with other donor organizations for capacity building for the 
agricultural statistics producing agencies in Rwanda. 

FY 2014: NASS continues to negotiate the Statement of Work (SOW) which 
will form the basis of an agricultural statistics improvement plan for 
Rwanda . 
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Seneg al 

FY 2014: NASS staff conducted in in-depth country assessment of Senegal's 
agricultural statistics system. The assessment forms the basis for future 
capacity building activities. 

Serbia 

FY 2009: Working with the Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Water 
Management and the Statistics Office of the Republic of Serbia, NASS 
conducted an initial assessment of the agricultural statistics program. 
Serbia was planning to conduct its first agricultural census in more than 
50 years and requested assistance preparing for the census. NASS led 
workshops on questionnaire design and data collection and a critique of 
the census of agriculture questionnaire. 

FY 2010: NASS continued assistance in preparation for the agricultural 
census by conducting workshops to prepare a publicity plan, to train 
interviewers, and to design output tables for the results of the census. 

FY 2011: The Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Water Management 
requested assistance in developing a database of information to be used to 
address ad hoc policy questions within the Ministry. NASS hosted a 
workshop on database concepts and usage in the United States for key users 
from the Ministry and provided technical assistance as the database was 
being planned. 

FY 2012: NASS continued to provide technical advice and review as the 
database of information is loaded and queries are developed. Assistance 
was provided for agricultural census planning. 

FY 2013: NASS staff finalized work with the Statistics Office of the 

Republic of Serbia (SORS) to design samples for crop and livestock 
production surveys based on the result of their Census of Agriculture. 

NASS also worked with SORS and the Ministry of Agriculture to jointly 
produce a crop progress and condition report throughout the growing 
season . 

South Africa 

FY 2011: NASS conducted an assessment of the capacity of the Government 
of South Africa to collect and analyze agricultural data. 

Tanzania 

FY 2011: NASS conducted an assessment of the capacity of the government 
to collect and analyze agricultural data in support of the Feed the Future 
program. 

FY 2012: NASS conducted a statistical workshop and a more in-depth 
assessment of the capacity for agricultural data collection. 

FY 2013: Staff worked with the Government of Tanzania to improve 
agricultural statistical capacity through the development of methodology 
and implementation of an Annual Agricultural Sample Survey (AASS) program. 
Steps included the development of an area sampling frame, survey 
methodology, and questionnaire for a cognitive pre-test survey. 

FY 2014 : The AASS was conducted by the Government of Tanzania with NASS 
technical assistance in two regions of the country. Ongoing work 
continues to provide statistical assistance and training to improve the 
capacity to collect and disseminate quality and timely agricultural 
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statistics countrywide, h pilot survey will further refine sampling, data 
collection, analysis and summary systems to be conducted in late 2014. 


Funding for State Offices 

Mr. Aderholt: Please update the chart provided in the fiscal year 2014 
hearing record listing the funding for state offices for fiscal years 2009 
through 2013 and estimates for fiscal years 2014 and 2015. 

Response: Please see the table below for a geographic breakdown of 
obligations by location. The large shifts in funding, among and within a 
state over time, reflect the approved reorganization completed at the end of 
2013. 

[The information follows:] 
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NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL STATISTICS SERVICE 
Geographic Breakdown of Obligations 
(Dollars in thousands) 


Fiscal Year 

St at e/T errit ory 

2009 

Actual 

2010 

Actual 

2011 

Actual 

2012 

Actual 

2013 

Actual 

2014 

Estimate 

2015 

Estimate 

Alabama. 

$902 

$1,103 

$1,069 

$678 

$635 

$263 

$263 

A iaska 

201 

225 

177 

170 

171 

302 

302 

Arizona 

837 

852 

933 

725 

551 

252 

252 

Arkansas 

1,211 

1,441 

1,271 

903 

1,070 

5,526 

5,526 

California 

2,249 

2,738 

2,082 

1,682 

1,706 

5,939 

5,939 

Colorado 

1,250 

1,313 

1,270 

1,333 

2,006 

5,558 

5,558 

Delaware 

124 

139 

149 

136 

143 

150 

150 

Florida 

1,192 

1,335 

1,363 

864 

630 

226 

226 

Georgia. 

1,313 

1,365 

1,288 

694 

1,706 

5,812 

5,812 

Hawaii 

775 

955 

836 

631 

652 

218 

218 

Idaho 

1,070 

1,198 

1,048 

1,008 

991 

195 

195 

Illinois 

1,441 

1,412 

1,305 

1,136 

658 

304 

304 

Indiana 

1,346 

1,508 

1,533 

1,208 

1,009 

182 

182 

Iowa 

1,284 

1,438 

1,413 

1,022 

1,371 

5,819 

5,819 

Kansas 

1,342 

1,315 

1,277 

1,059 

524 

172 

172 

Kentucky 

1,084 

1,308 

1,265 

612 

1,619 

5,563 

5,563 

Louisiana. 

1,004 

937 

1,145 

843 

672 

231 

231 

M ary land 

899 

915 

906 

635 

372 

319 

319 

M ichigan 

1,366 

1,445 

1,261 

1,259 

1,434 

5,850 

5,850 

Minnesota- 

1,269 

1,422 

1,312 

1,221 

802 

288 

288 

Mississippi 

1,345 

1,413 

1,252 

863 

611 

196 

196 

Missouri 

1,096 

1,140 

6,661 

9,805 

9,677 

8,989 

8,989 

Montana 

845 

1,032 

1,180 

871 

821 

202 

202 

Nebraska 

1,340 

1,313 

1,307 

1,236 

1,704 

5,558 

5,558 

Nevada 

257 

288 

264 

226 

179 

288 

288 

New Hampshire 

1,117 

1,162 

1,206 

1,087 

770 

179 

179 

New Jersey 

939 

957 

999 

780 

677 

318 

318 

New Mexico 

733 

821 

801 

650 

590 

237 

237 

New York 

1,091 

1,140 

1,215 

855 

831 

168 

168 

North Carolina 

2,061 

2,036 

1,860 

995 

605 

377 

377 

North Dakota 

1,005 

1,039 

942 

743 

378 

319 

319 

Ohio 

1,428 

1,600 

1,484 

895 

701 

223 

223 

Oklahoma 

932 

1,131 

1,151 

773 

757 

217 

217 

Oregon 

1,094 

1,225 

1,058 

906 

387 

181 

181 

Pennsy lvania 

1,077 

1,207 

1,056 

672 

1,391 

6,085 

6,085 

South Carolina 

870 

974 

977 

827 

664 

222 

222 

South Dakota 

1,179 

1,232 

1,365 

899 

764 

305 

305 

Tennessee 

992 

1,026 

1,295 

1,168 

889 

379 

379 

Texas 

1,969 

2,310 

1,847 

1,434 

2,239 

6,164 

6,164 

Utah 

728 

816 

759 

712 

728 

210 

210 

Virginia 

966 

998 

1,003 

582 

576 

315 

315 

Washington 

1,649 

1,642 

1,534 

1,479 

1,709 

6,201 

6,201 

West Virginia 

634 

533 

672 

395 

310 

186 

186 

Wisconsin 

1,459 

1,538 

1,529 

1,307 

1,006 

227 

227 

Wyoming. 

651 

810 

906 

478 

565 

199 

199 

District of Columbia 

99,405 

105,008 

110,532 

120,617 

132,667 

80,238 

97,885 

Puerto Rico 

219 

224 

313 

306 

118 

_ 

- 

Obligations 

Lapsing Balances 

Bal. Available, EOY. 

149,239 

5,037 

158,974 

64 

8,043 

168,068 

167 

205 

169,384 

74 

370 

181,036 

80 

146 

161,352 

178,999 

Total, Available 

154,276 

167,081 

168,440 

169,828 

181,262 

161,352 

178,999 
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NASS Special Surveys 

Mr. Aderholt : Please provide a list and short description of any 
special surveys conducted in fiscal years 2011 through 2014 to date. 

Response: Below is a year by year account of the special surveys 
conducted in FY 2011 - 2014 to date. 

FY 2011: 


The 2009 On-Farm Renewable Production Survey was the first on-farm renewable 
energy production survey conducted at the national level by NASS. The energy 
survey provided an inventory of farm-generated energy practices with detailed 
data associated with the category or type of energy produced (wind, solar, 
and manure /methane digester), installation cost, percent of cost from outside 
funding, year installed, and total amount of utility savings from use of on- 
farm renewable energy production. The On-Farm Renewable Energy publication 
was released to the public in February 2011. 

NASS conducted an Ag Screener survey on a list of approximately 400,000 
potential farms and ranches. This survey is part of the process for 
developing the most complete Census Mail List possible and is part of the 
base Census of Agriculture Program appropriation. 

FY 2012: 

As part of NASS ongoing process to improve the Census Mail List, NASS 
conducted the National Agricultural Classification Survey (NACS) , a list- 
building survey used to assemble the census mailing list. The NACS was sent 
to potential farming operators with the intent of determining whether they 
meet the USDA farm definition. Those who meet the farm definition were 
included in the 2012 census. Activities included final preparation to 
conduct the Census of Agriculture data collection and processing in FY 2013, 
screening over 1 million potential farms and ranches to build the final 
Census Mail List, printing and assembling mail packets for a Census Mail List 
in excess of 3 million records, and an expanded June Agricultural Survey to 
determine the under-coverage of the Census Mail List. 

FY 2013: 

This is the production year for the 2012 Census of Agriculture. During this 
fiscal year NASS does not conduct any special surveys. However, this is a 
critical planning year for the first set of special surveys conducted as 
follow-on to the Census of Agriculture. Presently, NASS is making 
preparations to conduct the Farm and Ranch Irrigation Survey and the Census 
of Aquaculture in FY 2014. This includes content formulation, questionnaire 
design, population identification, programming and developing edit 
specifications, updating processing systems, developing data collection 
instruments, and organizing a marketing/public relations plan. 

FY 2014: 

The 2013 Census of Aquaculture is currently underway. A similar Special Study 
was last conducted for the 2005 growing year and provided a comprehensive 
picture of the aquaculture sector at the state and national level. This 
census collects detailed information relating to production methods, surface 
water acres and sources, productions, sales, point of first outlets, 
aquaculture distributed for restoration, conservation, or recreational 
purposes, and farm labor. Results are expected before the end of FY 2014. 
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The 2013 Farm and Ranch Irrigation Survey is currently underway. This Special 
Study has been conducted in 1979, 1984, 1988, 1994, 1998, 2003, and was last 
conducted for the 2008 growing year and provided one of the most complete and 
detailed profiles of irrigation in the United States. Examples of data 
summarized from this survey include: quantity of water usage, distribution 
methods, water sources, equipment and energy expenditures, and crops produced 
using irrigation. Results of this latest Special Study are expected to be 
released in October 2014. 

The initial phase of a 2014 Census Special Study on land ownership is 
currently underway. The last survey of this type was conducted for calendar 
year 1999. This Special Study will provide data on land ownership 
characteristics and varying elements of farm financial characteristics such 
as value of farm land, expenses associated with owning or operating 
agricultural land, and debt. 

NASS is currently implementing the Current Agricultural Industrial Reports 
(CAIR) . These reports were formerly done by the U.S. Census Bureau, but were 
discontinued in 2011. The purpose of the CAIR program is to provide timely 
and accurate estimates of production and shipments of specific manufactured 
products for economic policy needs and for market analysis, forecasting, and 
decision making in the private sector. There are four reports: 

• Fats and Oils: Production, Consumption, and Stocks 

• Fats and Oils: Oilseed Crushings 

• Flour Milling Products 

• Consumption on the Cotton System and Stocks 


NASS Pesticide Survey Expenditures 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide information on the NASS pesticide use 
survey. How much was spent on pesticide data collection in fiscal years 2009 
through 201.4 and what is estimated for fiscal year 2015? 

Response: The National Agricultural Statistics Service (NASS) pesticide 
use is conducted on a .reimbursable basis for the Agricultural Marketing 
Service (AMS) . NASS assists in the development of sample designs, survey 
procedures, and estimation routines for AMS' , Monitoring Program Office 
Pesticide Data Program. 

[The information follows:] 


Dollars in Thousands 

Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Estimate Estimate 

2 009 2 010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

Pesticide 

Use Survey $30 $40 $40 $35 $30 $20 $20 
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NASS Fertilizer and Chemical Input Survey Expenditures 

Mr. Aderholt : Please provide information on NASS fertilizer and 
chemical input surveys, including cost per year and frequency. How much was 
spent on these surveys in fiscal years 2009 through 2014 and what is 
estimated for 2015? 

Response: In FY 2011, the National Agricultural Statistics Service 
{NASS) redesigned the chemical and fertilizer use program to continue, but 
with a reduced frequency. For FY 2014, funding was restored and the chemical 
and fertilizer program returned to full frequency. The fruit chemical use 
surveys were last performed in 2012 and will return to an every other year 
rotation, as long as full funding continues. The chemical and fertilizer use 
survey is also coordinated in conjunction with the Agricultural Resource 
Management Survey (ARMS) for row crops and other crops. 

[The information follows:] 


National Agricultural Statistics Service 
{Dollars in thousands) 


Chemical Use Surveys 
Fruit 

Post Harvest 
Vegetables 
Row Crops & Other 
Total 


Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Estimate Estimate 


2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

$ 2,410 $ 2,671 $ 1,816 $ 1,184 

3 1,468 

37 4,062 1,650 

3,239 2,537 $ 1,861 

2,450 8,201 6,705 3 , 721 1, 861 


2014 2015 

$452 $ 1,548 

490 

3,052 5,264 

3,504 7,302 


NASS Organic Surveys 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide information on NASS organic surveys. How 
much was spent on these surveys in fiscal years 2009 through 2014 and what is 
estimated for 2015? 

Response: The Farm Bill money received in FY 2009 was used to conduct a 
Census Special Study on organic production using information gathered from 
the 2007 Census of Agriculture. 

NASS received $1.5 million in FY 2010 from USDA Risk Management Agency (RMA) 
to plan, develop, and test an Organic pilot survey designed to capture 
production, price, and value of organic commodities in support of RMA' s 
insurance program. 

FY 2014 money will be used to publish a special report on organic agriculture 
production and practices utilizing data from the 2012 Census of Agriculture. 

A bulk of the money appropriated in 2014 will be used to establish a data 
sei'ies designed around a census of certifying agents. In FY 2014 $2.25 
million was appropriated to collect Organic data, NASS is planning on 
collecting data through 2017. 


[The information follows:] 
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National Agricultural Statistics Service 
{Dollars in thousands) 


Organic Survey/ Activity 

2009 


“2233 

2012 

2013 

2014 

2015 

List Building & Maintenance 

$250 


RH&S 

Jgggjgj 

ggjl 


$250 

Organic Production Survey - 
2008 Farm Bill 

1, 000 







Appropriated for Organic 
Certifiers Survey & Census 
Special Tabulation 


■ 

■ 

■ 

■ 



Organic Production Survey — 
2014 Farm Bill 


■ 

■ 

■ 

■ 


1, 000 

Total 

1, 250 


resaw 

KSil 





Census of Agriculture Cyclical Costs 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide an update on the Agricultural Census and a 
full cycle accounting of costs. 

Response: The 2012 Census of Agriculture was released on May 2, 2014. 
The Census of Agriculture is the leading source of facts and figures about 
American agriculture. Conducted every 5 years, the Census provides a 
detailed picture of U.S. farms and ranches and the people who operate them. 

It is the only source of uniform, comprehensive agricultural data for every 
State and county in the United States. 

(The information follows:] 


National Agricultural Statistics Service 
Dollars in Thousands 


Census of Agriculture 

FY 2010 

Enacted 

FY 2011 

Enacted 

FY 2012 

Enacted 

FY 2013 

Enacted 

FY 2014 

Enacted 

Total 

Census 

Cycle 

FY 2015 

Budget 

Direction & Planning 

$7,700 

$7,400 

$6, 800 

$7,790 

$9, 514 

39, 204 

$8,566 

Content Determination & Design 

5, 500 

7,400 

9, 800 

2, 800 

5,245 

30,745 

5, 947 

Mail List Development & Mailout 

7,100 

6,000 

8, 500 

13, 699 

8, 600 

43, 889 

7,995 

Collection and Processing 

13,808 

9, 773 

12,789 

29,000 

15,648 

81,018 

19, 616 

Publication & Dissemination 

3, 800 

2,500 

3,750 

4,750 

5, 530 

20,338 

5, 920 

Total 

37, 908 

33, 073 

41, 639 

58,029 

44, 545 

215,194 

48,044 

1 



Direction and Planning : This category includes planning, administration, and 
support for the Census of Agriculture, the annual Current Agricultural 
Industrial Reports, and the Quinquennial Special Studies. This category 
encompasses developing timelines, milestones, deliverables, and quality 
assurance checks associated with the Census Programs. Also included in here 
is collaboration with USDA, other Governmental, and private sector 
stakeholders to incorporate critical periodic and emerging data needs into 
the plan. 
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Covered by this category are research, evaluation and analysis activities 
during the entire five year census cycle. During the production year, NASS 
gathers critical information associated with the population composition, data 
collection and data processing. This information is used to guide NASS staff 
in making improvements in areas that lead to enhanced quality of census 
products, improved efficiency, and reduced respondent burden. Examples 
include evaluation of approximately 250, 000 incoming calls from respondents 
through the Census Helpline, analysis of remarks captured from over 280,000 
reports that came via the Internet reporting instrument and thousands of 
emails to our customer service unit. 

Content Determination and Design : NASS evaluates and tests the 
questionnaires for all the components of the Census of Agriculture Program. 
New content solicited from internal and external stakeholders must be tested 
prior to production in order to ensure all the questions are interpreted 
correctly by the respondent. Also, cognitive interviews provide vital 
feedback to questionnaire content and design. The Quinquennial Census of 
Agriculture questionnaire is developed to facilitate NASS capability to 
survey specific sub-populations without the additional cost of screening for 
those populations. This category also includes the cost of printing the 
questionnaire for all program components. 

The information gathered from research, evaluation, and analysis activities 
has a direct impact on question modification and improved questionnaire 
design. NASS uses metrics from the census edit system to determine frequency 
of edit and analyst changes to every item on the census form. This enables 
NASS to discern which questions need to be adjusted to more accurately 
collect data that leads to higher quality data products. During the data 
collection and processing year of the census cycle, efforts to improve the 
processes for the next cycle begin. A sample of records that have 
substantial reporting errors, such as the amount and distribution of farm or 
ranch land in the land section, is collected. 

Research and analysis is then conducted to determine the cause of 
misreporting so that it can be reduced for the next census. During the 2012 
census, approximately 250,000 COA survey respondents called the NASS 
Helpline. Information from these calls is captured and analyzed to determine 
which areas of the questionnaire are most troublesome. Text mining software 
is used to discern common problems. The results from both the reporting 
error study and the helpline information will be used to provide insight into 
content and design changes for the 2017 Census of Agriculture questionnaire. 

NASS received approximately 280,000 responses from the internet website. 
Comments from these respondents were captured and will be used to help 
determine improvements to ease respondent burden and to provide a more user- 
friendly application. NASS also analyzes common reporting errors from 
internet collection to enrich the instrument for the 2017 Census of 
Agriculture . 

Mail List Development and Mail Out : Because of the consistent activities 
necessary to develop a robust and proficient census mail list (CML) for the 
Census of Agriculture Program, and the similar list maintained for the 
Agricultural Estimates Program, NASS combines the two lists to more 
efficiently maintain one list that can be utilized for both programs as well 
as the NASS reimbursable program. The goal with the CML is to build as 
complete a list as possible of agricultural places that meet the NASS farm 
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definition. The CML compilation begins with the list used to define sampling 
populations for NASS surveys conducted for its annual agricultural estimates 
program. 

NASS builds and improves the list on an ongoing basis by obtaining 
information from outside sources. These sources include lists from state and 
federal government agencies, producer associations, seed growers, pesticide 
applicators, veterinarians, marketing associations, and a variety of other 
agriculture related areas. NASS also obtains special commodity lists to 
address specific list deficiencies. These outside source lists are matched 
to the NASS list using record linkage programs. Most names on newly acquired 
lists are already on the NASS list. Records not on the NASS list are treated 
as potential farms until NASS can confirm their existence as a qualifying 
farm. Along with assembling and labeling the mail packets, postage costs for 
the mail collection of the Census of Agriculture, Current Agricultural 
Industrial Reports and Special Studies (follow-on surveys) are covered in 
this category. 

Costs for activities involving the screening of millions of potential farms 
through the National Agricultural Classification Survey (census screener) are 
covered under this category. NASS conducts three iterations of this 
screening survey in the three years prior to census production. This is a 
more cost effective way for eliminating non-farm respondents with a four page 
screener rather than including them on the Census Mail List. 

Collection and Processing : This category involves all activities associated 
with system development, programming, and data collection for the components 
of the Census of Agriculture Program. The completion of a Census of 
Agriculture with high coverage of qualifying farm operations is vital as it 
provides an up-to-date list frame. Activities encompassing processing, 
editing, and analysis are conducted on the Census of Agriculture returned 
mail packets. Additionally, outreach now includes Native American Indian, 
outlying areas, and small or disadvantaged farm operators. NASS outsources 
some of the data collection and processing in cooperative agreements with the 
National Association of State Departments of Agriculture and the Census 
Bureau's National Processing Center in Jeffersonville, Indiana. 

Research on data collection techniques to improve response rates are subsumed 
in this category. NASS routinely conducts research on the effectiveness of 
various treatments to the selected survey population. Evaluating various 
correspondence materials and modes of delivery provides NASS with a better 
understanding of effective interaction with respondents while discovering 
less expensive and more efficient ways of gathering the critical data needed 
to inform policy decisions. Research continues to be conducted on the census 
dual-frame weighting methodology for under-coverage, non-response, and 
misclassif i cation . 

Publication and Dissemination : The Census of Agriculture base includes 
marketing, disseminating, and producing tangible and electronic products for 
external data users, USDA, and the public. NASS conducts publicity prior to 
and during data collection to encourage better response rates. Public 
relations and customer service are important external factors to encourage 
the continued willingness of farmers, ranchers, and agribusinesses to 
voluntarily provide information on which most of the NASS statistics are 
based. 
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Encompassed in this category is the work and activities surrounding the 
release of data from the components of the Census of Agriculture Program. 

This requires staff time for developing publication tables, creating summary 
and disclosure programs, and reviewing data and data products prior to 
release . 

This category also comprises research into value-added data products and 
dissemination techniques that respond to data user needs and requests. As an 
example, NASS examined ways to improve the visual representation of census 
data which resulted in a new dynamic web-mapping product that will be made 
available in May 2014 for the 2012 Census of Agriculture data. 


Farm Numbers and Land in Farms 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a chart with the number of farms and 
ranches operating in the United States, acreage of land being farmed and 
ranched by category and total acreage for 2009 through 2013. 

Response: NASS is awaiting the release of the 2012 Census of 
Agriculture results to set the 2013 farm numbers and land in farms estimates. 
Therefore, 2012 is the latest year that NASS has available for these 
estimates. Below are two charts that depict the information requested. 

[The information follows:] 



Number of Farms 
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Number of Farms by Economic Sales 
Class, United States 
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1,000-9,999 10,000-99,999 100,000-249,999 250,000-499,999 500,000> 

Economic Class 

Total Number of Farms for 2009 - 2,200,210 
Total Number of Farms for 2010 - 2,192,000 
Total Number of Farms for 2011 - 2,181,630 
Total Number of Farms for 2012 - 2,170,000 


a 2009 
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Land in Farms by Economic Sales Class, 
United States 
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Economic Class 

Total Land in Farms for 2009 - 919,890,000 
Total Land in Farms for 2010 - 918,840,000 
Total Land in Farms for 2011 - 917,000,000 
Total Land in Farms for 2012 - 914,000,000 


a 2009 

a 2010 
m 2011 
■ 2012 


NASS Cost Saving Measures 

Mr. Aderholt: Please describe the cost-saving measures the agency has 
adopted since fiscal year 2011. 

Response: In February 2009, the National Agricultural Statistics 
Service embarked on a plan of multiple process improvement initiatives that 
redesigned how and where the organization conducted its business. The focus 
of the effort was to modernize infrastructure and staff training, centralize 
telephone data collection and processing activities, enhance remote data 
collection efforts, standardize estimation and dissemination practices, and 
develop a more robust research environment to position the organization for 
success into the future. 

The organization has realized gains in efficiency from the initiatives 
and used this to manage necessary reductions in staff resources across the 
organization. Currently, the field structure in the organization has reduced 
from 46 field offices to 12 regional sites with minimal remote staff 
remaining in the additional 34 locations to interface with the local 
stakeholders and data collection staff. NASS has been in the process of 
drawing down space in the remaining 34 State Field Offices in FY 2013 and 
will continue through FY 2014. This effort, along with increasing space 
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utilization within the South Building facility will allow the organization to 
reduce our space requirement from 494,581 square feet in FY 2013 to 319,976 
square feet by FY 2016. A large reduction occurred during FY 2013 in State 
owned space. There was a reduction of 75,057 square feet, or 85.1 percent of 
the initial 88,098 square feet. This reduction was afforded by the 
transition to a new, less paper dependent business model that allowed 
reorganization to 12 Regional Field Offices. 


Accuracy of NASS Estimates 

Mr. Aderholt: Every few months there seems to be an article questioning 
NASS forecasts and estimates, particularly for corn. The most recent article 
I saw states, "Many of the concerns about the forecasts and estimates since 
2006 have centered on the accuracy of the quarterly USDA estimates of corn 
stocks." Please explain this issue. How serious are these concerns? 

Should the forecasting and estimating process be changed? 

Response: NASS forecasts and estimates have always been subject to 
question by those who use the data. This happens primarily when the NASS 
results do not match what is expected. These expectations can be based on 
many factors. NASS provides the only unbiased estimates in the industry, 
based on the most comprehensive data sources available. 

Since 2006, the most vocally questioned estimates have been the quarterly 
corn stocks estimates. In this same timeframe corn use has changed 
significantly due to the rapid growth in ethanol production. 

NASS takes these and all concerns very seriously and evaluates all estimating 
programs on an ongoing basis to ensure that all processes and procedures are 
statistically reliable and utilize the best methods possible. 

In 2013, the USDA Chief Economist commissioned an outside review of the 
program in question. This independent reviewer agreed that many in industry 
have raised concerns in recent years, but found no issues within the NASS 
programs that suggested the estimates are in error or needed to be changed. 

NASS continues to provide the most comprehensive, unbiased estimates 
available within the agriculture industry. These estimates, though sometimes 
scrutinized, remain the "gold standard" against which all other estimates are 
measured. As new technologies emerge and various industries evolve, NASS will 
continue to adjust and adapt as necessary to maintain the best data available 
in service to U.S. agriculture. 


Economic Research Service 
SNAP, WIC, and Child Nutrition Programs 

Mr. Aderholt: Please update the description provided in the fiscal 
year 2014 hearing record of the research ERS conducts related to SNAP, WIC 
and child nutrition programs, including funding, for fiscal years 2009 
through 2013. Also describe ERS's plans for fiscal year 2015. 


Response: The Economic Research Service (ERS) conducts economic 
research and analysis on the immediate and long-term consequences of 
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alternative policies and programs aimed at ensuring access by children and 
adults to safe and nutritious food. This research addresses factors that can 
improve the effectiveness and efficiency of the Nation' s domestic nutrition 
assistance programs, including the SNAP, WIC, and the Child Nutrition 
Programs. Research findings are used by policy makers, program managers, and 
those shaping efforts to promote access to affordable and healthful food, 
especially by low-income households. 

Extramural research leverages ERS's internal research expertise and 
draws upon the multidisciplinary expertise of outside researchers and the 
resources of institutions and universities across the country. 

During fiscal years 2009 through 2014, ERS conducted internal research 
and funded extramural research in targeted, high-priority areas including: 
food assistance and children's well-being; food insecurity among households 
with working-age adults with disabilities, interactions between the "built 
environment" and food assistance; using behavioral economics and incentives 
to promote child nutrition; food assistance and the recession, and food 
access. During 2012 through 2015, ERS is partnering with the Census Bureau 
and the Food and Nutrition Service to make better use of SNAP and WIC program 
administrative data for research. ERS has established a memorandum of 
understanding with each agency to use administrative data to better 
understand the program participation decisions of eligible households, to 
study the characteristics of eligible nonparticipants, and to enhance 
national survey data by including measures of program participation. A new 
ERS report examines variation in the use of the Supplemental Nutrition 
Assistance Program (SNAP) among eligible people for selected demographic and 
geographic subgroups within a state for the very first time. 

In 2014, a jointly sponsored study by ERS and the Food and Nutrition 
Service (FNS), which identified research gaps and opportunities to advance 
understanding of the causes and consequences of child hunger and food 
insecurity in the United States, was published by the National Academy of 
Science Committee on National Statistics. The report, Research Opportunities 
Concernin g th e Causes and Consequences of Child Food Security and Hunger , 
helps FNS fulfill a mandate from Section 141 of the Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids 
Act of 2010 to pursue a research program on this important topic, and sought 
ERS technical guidance on how best to move forward on the research gaps. 

In 2014, ERS and FNS completed the first-ever census of farm to school 
activities in School Food Authorities (SFAs) . The Farm to School Census is 
being used to establish a baseline measure of local food purchases in 
schools, and set priorities for USDA programming related to local school food 
sourcing. The Farm to School Census data is being used on the FNS website 
mapping SFAs that use local foods, and to characterize the geographic 
distribution of farm to school programs, and to obtain State-level estimates 
of the prevalence of local procurement among SFAs. These data will be used 
by FNS to set priorities for USDA outreach and technical support. 


In 2014, ERS will strengthen its ability to conduct 21 st century 
research that supports improving USDA policy effectiveness in a time of tight 
federal budgets. The initiative adopts two innovative strategies--the use of 
behavioral economics and the statistical use of administrative data — to 
address critical information gaps that hinder policy effectiveness. Through 
the initiative's support, ERS will expand internal expertise, support 
collaboration with USDA program agencies, and form partnerships with 
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extramural researchers to: (1) fund experiments that incorporate concepts 
from behavioral economics, identifying high (and low) performing options 
without the costs associated with new program implementation; and (2) create 
and evaluate unique merged administrative data systems by linking multiple 
sources, assessing statistical properties, and analyzing the merged data for 
policy-relevant research. Results of the initiative will provide science- 
based evidence that informs decision making by policy makers and program 
managers in the Congress, USDA, and across Federal and State governments. The 
initiative supports the priorities, goals and objectives of the Research, 
Education, and Economics (REE) 2012 Action Plan and the Office of Management 
and Budget's 2012 memorandum on the use of evidence and evaluation in the 
2014 budget. 

In fiscal year 2015, ERS research will continue to support the USDA' s 
annual data collection on food security in the United States, examine how 
food choices and health outcomes are related to food assistance programs and 
community characteristics, and analyze key food assistance-related questions 
about food acquisition behavior using ERS's new Food Acquisition and Purchase 
Survey (FoodAPS) . ERS has partnered with the University of Kentucky and 
University of Illinois to sponsor innovative research using the FOODAPS 
survey . 

[The information follows:] 
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SNAP and State Unemployment Insurance Programs 

Mr. Aderholt: Please update the fiscal year 2014 hearing record 
regarding ERS's research effort using data from Supplemental Nutrition 
Assistance Program and data from state Unemployment Insurance programs to 
determine how the two programs work together to support families experiencing 
unemployment . 

Response: ERS research examines operational issues concerning the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture's Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) 
and its support for the working poor. In particular, the research addresses: 
(1) operational issues regarding SNAP participation decisions and the 
dynamics of program participation among low-income households with workers, 
and (2) the interactions between receipt of SNAP benefits and State 
Unemployment Insurance (UI) benefits. The project has received the 
cooperation and support of SNAP and employment agencies in eight States - 
California, Florida, Georgia, Illinois, Maryland, Michigan, Missouri, and 
Texas . 


Information about the interactions between the two programs can 
identify potential "gaps" in coverage or utilization of SNAP. We know that 
about 30 percent of eligible households do not participate in SNAP. This 
research examines the extent to which UI ex’naustees turn to SNAP as well as 
the number of months for which they receive no assistance from either safety- 
net program. These exhaustees may be an easily identifiable target group for 
SNAP outreach. 

Preliminary analysis shows that the demographic characteristics of 
working-age SNAP entrants changed over the 2006-2009 timeframe. On average, 
new recipients increased significantly in older, white, and male populations 
of states. These changes were especially apparent among new SNAP recipients 
who received UI within three months of SNAP entry. These changes in 
characteristics suggest that SNAP began to serve a somewhat different 
population as the recession deepened. 

A recent ERS report. Participation in the Supplementa l N utrition 
Assi stance Program (SNAP) and Unemployment Insurance: How Tigh t Are the 
S trands of the Recessionary Safety Net? , found that an estimated 14.4 percent 
of SNAP households also received UI at some point in 2009 (a recessionary 
year ) --near ly double the estimate of 7.8 percent in 2005 (a full-employment 
year) . During a recession, households with tight labor market connections 
(their members have work histories and earnings sufficient to meet UI- 
eligibility requirements upon unemployment) become a larger component of the 
SNAP caseload, increasing the overall share of SNA? households that also 
receive UI. 


Cost-Saving Measures 

Mr. Aderholt: Please describe the cost-saving measures the agency has 
adopted since fiscal year 2011. 

Response: Since fiscal year 2011, ERS has taken a number of measures to 
reduce both direct costs and overhead. For example, ERS instituted a 
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telework program in which 57 percent of ERS employees currently have core 
telework agreements. ERS garners savings in both transit subsidies and 
utility costs as a result of its extensive telework participation. 

In FY 2012, ERS made available Voluntary Early Retirement Authority (VERA) 
and Voluntary Separation Incentive Payment (VSIP) opportunities to its 
employees, resulting in reduced payroll expenditures. 

In the IT arena, ERS transitioned 77 standalone servers to 7 virtualized 
servers, realizing an annual savings in both operations and staff costs. In 
addition, ERS replaced its extranet hosting contracts with Sharepoint 
Services, resulting in annual cost savings with no impact on the ability of 
research teams to share files and documents. 

ERS has reduced travel costs by use of web conferences and webinars. Use of 
teleconferencing has expanded the reach of ERS' research dissemination 
activities by allowing more staff to participate in meetings and conferences 
with customers and stakeholders. 

As a cost-saving measure in FY 2012, ERS stopped production of print copies 
of its magazine. Amber Waves, and continued its production as an electronic- 
only publication. ERS also instituted a new product, "Chart of the Day," in 
which subscribers to the service receive an e-mail each workday highlighting 
charts of interest from ERS research, including a brief description, links to 
source material, and the ability to "like" it on their Facebook page. ERS 
has repurposed content in a customer-friendly format aimed at extending the 
Agency's work to new audiences, especially through social media. 


Validation of Services 

Mr. Aderholt : Please describe ERS's plan to contract with a third party 
to conduct an independent verification and validation of services. 

Response: ERS underwent a tri-annual certification and accreditation by 
an external contractor for an Authority to Operate (ATO) its information 
systems in accordance with the Federal Information Security Management Act 
(FISMA), which appears as Title III of the E-Government Act of 2002. The tri- 
annual certification was completed in April 2013. The accreditation process 
evaluated information technology (IT) systems against specific documented 
security requirements, verified the existence of acceptable levels of 
security controls, summarized residual risks, and involved senior management, 
system owners, and authorizing officials in the security lifecycle of ERS' IT 
system. After reviewing the results of the security assessment of the LAN/WAN 
System and its constituent system-level components, and the supporting 
evidence provided in the associated security accreditation package, it was 
determined that the risk to agency operations, agency assets, or individuals 
resulting from the operation of the information system is acceptable. 
Accordingly, an authorization to operate the information system in its 
existing operating environment was granted. The information system was 
accredited without any significant restrictions or limitations. This security 
accreditation constitutes a formal declaration that adequate security 
controls have been implemented in the information system and that a 
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satisfactory level of security is present in the system. The authority to 
operate will expire on December 18, 2015. 


Obesity Rates and Food Consumption Patterns 

Mr. Aderholt: Please describe ERS's work relating to obesity rates and 
food consumption patterns. 

Response: Meals, snacks, and beverages purchased at fast-food 
restaurants are a large and growing portion of a typical American's budget, 
and have been blamed for American's expanding waistlines and poor diet 
quality. Previous studies have attributed this increase to many factors, 
such as budget and time constraints, demographic and health characteristics, 
and market-level forces, but no study has been able to rigorously address the 
effects of all of these variables on the demand for fast foods. Ongoing ERS 
research uses the 2003-2011 American Time Use Survey to identify associations 
between fast-food purchases and individual, household, and market 
characteristics . 

A second line of research examines the impact of agricultural policies 
on obesity rates. Many observers speculate that agricultural policies 
contribute to increased U.S. obesity rates by making certain farm commodities 
more abundant and therefore cheaper. They claim that farm program subsidies 
that lower prices for corn and wheat result in greater consumption of 
fattening foods and growing waistlines. ERS research (conducted jointly with 
colleagues at the University of California at Davis, and Cornell University) 
found that the effects of farm subsidies, when combined with the effects of 
other agricultural policies that restrict supply such as acreage set-asides 
or import barriers, have little impact on the amount of calories consumed by 
an average American adults and thus a negligible influence on dietary 
patterns and obesity. 

The high obesity rates and poor diet quality in the United States, 
particularly among low income populations, are often attributed to low 
income, low food access, and high food prices of healthy foods. ERS examined 
these issues and found four major results. First, on average, Americans 
consume diets that need improvement and there is only a very limited 
relationship between income and diet quality. Second, the way the food price 
is measured makes a difference in the perception of how expensive healthy and 
less healthy food is. Third, the way Americans allocate their food budgets 
between healthy and less healthy foods is not in line with healthy diets. 
Fourth, at any food spending level there are households that purchase healthy 
(and unhealthy) diets, including budgets at or below the maximum allotment 
for the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) . The key finding is 
that healthy foods and diets are affordable. Nutrition education efforts, 
along with applications of behavioral economics research findings related to 
food choices may be fruitful approaches to improving food-related health 
outcomes . 

A separate ERS study examined food prices and children's Body Mass 
Index (BMI). On average, higher-priced less healthy food is associated with 
lower BMIs, and lower priced healthy food is associated with lower BMI. All 
effects are generally small, but the results indicate that the effect on BMI 
of subsidizing healthy food may be just as large as raising prices of less 
healthy foods. 
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Another line of research investigated the impacts of potentially 
implementing a tax on sugar sweetened beverages (i.e., a "soda tax") . One 
ERS study found that a 20percent soda tax is predicted to cut calorie 
consumption by 34-47 calories among adults and by 40-51 calories among 
children. The obesity rate among adults dropped from 66.92percent to 
64.34percent within a year, and further reduced to 62.73percent in year 3 and 
very little reduction after that. A reduction in childhood obesity is 
predicted due to lack of a dynamic calories and body weight model for 
children. A separate study investigated the impact of a tax on salty 
snacks. This study found that a lOpercent tax on salty snacks will cut down 
consumption by 5.5 ounces and calories by 830 kilocalories per year. 

Research is also being conducted on the consumption of food away from 
home (FAFH) both by adults and children. One ERS study found that one 
additional away-from-home meal increased calorie consumption by an average of 
134 calories among adults, and the impact was larger for obese adults than 
for healthy weight adults {240 calories vs. 90). In another study, after 
separating out the effect of sodas, the effect of FAFH on calories was not 
significant among children aged 6-12, but did lower measures of diet quality; 
for children 13-18 years old, each FAFH meal added 108 calories and lowered 
daily diet quality. 


REE-35 


Mr. Aderholt: Please provide the most recent information on the use of 
the Internet by farmers. If possible, provide a breakdown by percent for 
DSL, high-speed, cable, or other service providers. 

Response: Farm internet use has spread and the percent of farms online 
is similar to the country's households, but the means of internet access 
reflects the generally rural location of the farms. Only 5 percent of farms 
with internet access use dial-up service provision. DSL continues to be the 
largest plurality of technology used for broadband access, unlike cable 
technologies that are much more commonly used in urban areas and are 
generally perceived as providing higher speeds with greater reliability than 
other systems. Based on the most recent data available (2013) the general 
farm internet breakdown is provided for the record as follows: 

70 percent of all farms have computers 
67 percent of all farms have internet access 
16 percent purchase ag inputs over the internet 
14 percent conduct marketing activities over the internet 

[The information follows:] 
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Table: Technology used as farms' primary means of internet access 


Access Type 

Percent of farms with internet access 

Dial-up 

5 

DSL 

36 

Cable 

13 

Satellite 

17 

Wireless 

25 

Other 

4 


U.S. Alfalfa Market 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a short description of the U.S. alfalfa 
market, including production, use, exports and imports. How has the market 
changed over the past 10 years? 

Response: In the past decade, alfalfa production in the U.S. has 

generally declined, from a high of 75.6 million short tons in 2004 to the 
recent low of 52.0 million, experienced during the drought of 2012. In 2013, 
production rebounded slightly to 57.6 million short tons; however, this 
figure is still approximately 10 million tons less than the 10 year average 
production volume of 67.6 million short tons (2004-2013). Harvests in 2013 
are at least two million tons lower, compared to the 2004 base year, in Iowa 
(down 3.1 million), Minnesota (down 2.3 million), Nebraska (down 2.2 
million), Virginia (2.1 million), and Washington (down 2.0 million). Over 
the same span of time, Texas, Kansas, and California have seen production 
reduced by more than one million tons. Only North Dakota, South Dakota and 
Utah have significantly increased average alfalfa production (by more than 1 
million tons each) when compared to the 2004 base year. 

During the recent periods of drought, particularly in the West and 
Central regions of the U.S., demand for alfalfa and other hay from beef 
cattle producers increased, putting upward pressure on alfalfa prices. Record 
high prices for alfalfa and other hay were estimated in 2012. High corn 
prices supported continued feeding of alfalfa (and other hay) in beef and 
dairy cattle rations, particularly in 2012 and 2013. As corn prices 
declined, alfalfa demand, and subsequently prices, has fallen, (but still 
remain quite high and reflective of tight supplies. The 2013/14 marketing 
year price for alfalfa is $197 per short ton, which compares to the 10-year 
average price (unadjusted) of $146 per short ton and the average of $98.6 
that farmers received in 2004. 

Domestic prices have been supported by growing demand for U.S. alfalfa 
products in export markets. In just the last 6 years (2008-2013), total 
demand for U.S. alfalfa hay in export markets has increased by 115 percent, 
from 919 thousand metric tons in 2008, to close to 2 million metric tons in 
2013. The recent increase in demand is primarily attributable to growth in 
exports to the United Arab Emirates (UAE) and China. In 2008, these two 
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countries accounted for about 14 percent of total volume exports; in 2013 
combined demand from the UAE and China represented 63 percent of total U.S. 
alfalfa hay exports. U.S. imports of alfalfa hay and products (bales and 
cubes) have increased significantly in the last three years n concert with 
reduced domestic production. In 2008, approximately 131 thousand metric tons 
of alfalfa and products were imported to the U.S.; and in 2013 nearly 1.6 
million tons were imported. On average, close to 75 percent of all alfalfa 
products are produced in Canada. 


Agricultural Research Service 
Research Projects Terminated 

Mr. Aderholt: Please update the list from the fiscal year 2014 hearing 
record of all research projects terminated in fiscal years 2010 through 2013. 

Response: There were six research projects terminated in FY 2010 for a 

total of $2,764,000. Those projects were as follows: 

[The information follows:] 


State 

City 

Project Title 

Amount 

Alabama 

Auburn 

Vaccines and Microbe Control for Fish 
Health 

$991,000 

Florida 

Gainesville 

Vector-Borne Diseases 

205,000 

Headquarters 


Animal Health Consortium 

o 

o 

o 

o 

Os) 

Mississippi 

Stoneville 

West Tennessee Mississippi River 

Cropping Systems Unit (Jackson, Tennessee 
worksite) 

254,000 

Pennsylvania 

Wyndmoor 

Arbuscular Mycorrhizal Fungi 

42,000 

Texas 

Bushland 

Sorghum Research 

452,000 


In FY 2011, 46 research projects were terminated for a total of 
$41,889,000. Those projects were as follows: 


State 

City 

Project Title 

Amount 

Alabama 

Auburn 

Catfish Genome 

$819, 000 

Alabama 

Auburn 

Improved Crop Production Practices 

1,293,000 

Arkansas 

Booneville 

Center for Agroforestry 

660,000 

Arkansas 

Booneville 

Dale Bumpers Small Farms Research 

Center 

1,805,000 

Arkansas 

Booneville 

Endophyte Research 

994,000 

Arkansas 

Little Rock 

Sorghum Research 

135,000 

Arkansas 

Stuttgart 

Aquaculture Fisheries Center 

519,000 

Arkansas 

Stuttgart 

Aquaculture Initiatives, Harbor Branch 
Oceanographic Institute 

1,597,000 

California 

Brawley 

Water Management Research Laboratory 

340, 000 

District of 
Columbia 

Washington 

Medicinal and Bioactive Crops 

111,000 

Florida 

Brooksville 

Subtropical Beef Germ.pl asm 

1,033,000 

Florida 

Gainesville 

Mosquito Trapping Research/West Nile 
Virus 

1, 454,000 

Georgia 

Dawson 

Water Use Reduction 

1,200, 000 
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State 

City 

Project Title 

Amount 

Hawaii 

Hilo 

Pacific Basin Agricultural Research 
Center Staffing 

700,000 

Hawaii 

Hilo 

Tropical Aquaculture Feeds 

1,438,000 

Headquarters 


Biotechnology Research and Development 
Corporation 

3,500, 000 

Headquarters 


Human Nutrition Research (Kannapolis, 
North Carolina) 

1,000,000 

Headquarters 


Lyme Disease 4 Poster Project 

700,000 

Headquarters 


National Corn to Ethanol Research 

Pilot Plant 

360, 000 

Headquarters 


Northwest Center for Small Fruits 

275,000 

Illinois 

Peoria 

Crop Production and Food Processing 

786, 000 

Kansas 

Manhattan 

Arthropod-Borne Animal Diseases 

Research Laboratory 

1,500,000 

Kansas 

Manhattan 

National Bio and Agro-Defense Facility 

1,500,000 

Louisiana 

New Orleans 

Diet Nutrition and Obesity Research 

623,000 

Louisiana 

New Orleans 

Formosan Subterranean Termites 

Research 

3,490,000 

Louisiana 

New Orleans 

Phytoestrogen Research 

1,750,000 

Louisiana 

New Orleans 

Termite Species in Hawaii 

200,000 

Maryland 

Beltsville 

Biomedical Materials in Plants 

1,700,000 

Maryland 

Beltsville 

Bioremediation Research 

111,000 

Maryland 

Beltsville 

Foundry Sand By-Products Utilization 

638,000 

Maryland 

Beltsville 

National Center for Agricultural Law 

654,000 

Maryland 

Beltsville 

Potato Diseases Research 

61,000 

Maryland 

Beltsville 

Poultry Diseases Research 

408,000 

Massachusetts 

Boston 

Human Nutrition Research 

350,000 

Minnesota 

St. Paul 

Cereal Disease Research 

290,000 

Minnesota 

St. Paul 

Soybean Genomics 

200,000 

Minnesota 

St. Paul 

Wild Rice 

303,000 

Mississippi 

Oxford 

Seismic and Acoustic Technologies in 
Soils Sedimentation Laboratory 

332,000 

New York 

Greenport 

Animal Vaccines 

1,518,000 

North Dakota 

Mandan 

Northern Great Plains Research 
Laboratory 

543,000 

Pennsylvania 

University 

Park 

Livestock-Crop Rotation Management 

349,000 

South Dakota 

Brookings 

Biomass Crop Production 

1,250,000 

Texas 

Houston 

Human Nutrition Research 

300,000 

Washington 

Prosser 

Forage Crop Stress Tolerance and Virus 
Disease Management 

200,000 

West Virginia 

Kearneysville 

Computer Vision Engineer 

400,000 

Wisconsin 

Madison 

Dairy Forage Research Center 

2,500,000 


In FY 2012, 27 research projects, for a total of $38,583,000 were 
terminated due to location closures. Those projects were as follows: 
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State 

City 

Project Title 

Amount 

Alaska 

Fairbanks 

Arctic and Subarctic Plant Genetic 

Resources Conservation, Research, and 
Information Management 

$1,048,000 

Alaska 

Fairbanks 

Integrated Pest Management for High 

Latitude Agriculture 

2, 642,000 

Alaska 

Fairbanks 

Alaska Fish Processing Byproducts 

2,382,000 

California 

Shafter 

Integrated Management of Cotton Pests: 

Plant Genetics, Biological Control, and 

Novel Methods of Pest Estimation 

1, 617,000 

Florida 

Brooksville 

Optimizing Forage-Based Cow-Calf Operations 
to Improve Sustainability of Beef Cattle 
Agriculture and Water 

610,000 

Florida 

Brooksville 

Identification and Utilization of 

Mechanisms Responsible for the Adaptation 
of Cattle to Stressors of the Subtropics 

779, 000 

Georgia 

Watkinsville 

Soil Organic Matter and Nutrient Cycling to 
Sustain Agriculture in the Southeastern USA 
(worksite of Athens, Georgia) 

597,000 

Georgia 

Watkinsville 

Survival and Transport of Pathogens from 
Animal Production Systems within Landscapes 
of the Southeastern USA (worksite of Athens, 
Georgia) 

579,000 

Georgia 

Watkinsville 

Improving Crop and Animal Production 

Systems for Southern Producers (worksite of 
Athens, Georgia) 

1,779,000 

Louisiana 

New Orleans 

Termites: Biology, Risk Assessment and 
Surveillance of Invasive Species 

2,019,000 

Louisiana 

New Orleans 

Termites: Chemical and Biological Control 
for Integrated Pest Management of Invasive 
Species 

1,168,000 

Ohio 

Coshocton 

Effectiveness of Watershed Land-Management 
Practices to Improve Water Quality 

1,390,000 

Oklahoma 

Lane 

Organic and Reduced Input Fresh Market 
Specialty Crop Production Systems for the 
Southern Great Plains 

834,000 

Oklahoma 

Lane 

Physiological and Genetic Basis of 
Postharvest Quality, Disease Control, and 
Phytonutrient Content of Watermelons 

1,346,000 

South 

Carolina 

Clems on 

Enhanced Cotton Quality through Measurement 
and Processing Research 

2,618,000 

Texas 

Weslaco 

Development of Quarantine Alternatives for 
Subtropical Fruit and Vegetable Pests 

1,660, 000 

Texas 

Weslaco 

Enhancement of Postharvest Quality of 

Fruits and Vegetables and Evaluation of 
Commodity Treatments of Quarantined Pests 

532,000 

Texas 

Weslaco 

Field Trials to Develop Data on Crop 
Protection Chemicals for Vegetable and 
Specialty Crops 

181,000 

Texas 

Weslaco 

Using Remote Sensing and GIS for Detecting 
and Mapping Invasive Weeds in Riparian and 
Wetland Ecosystems 

1, 194,000 

Texas 

Weslaco 

Integrated Water, Nutrient and Pest 
Management Strategies for Subtropical Crops 

2,115, 000 

Texas 

Weslaco 

Biological Control Strategies for Invasive 
Weeds of Southwestern U.S. Watersheds 

1,099, 000 
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State 

City 

Project Title 

Amount 

Texas 

Weslaco 

IPM Strategies for Managing Pests of 
Subtropical Row Crops 

829, 000 

Texas 

Weslaco 

Biological Control of Invasive Pests of 
Orchard and Vegetable Crops in the 
Subtropical South 

1,369,000 

West 

Virginia 

Beaver 

Constructing Soils for Sustainable 
Agricultural, Recreational, and Developed 
Environments 

1,780,000 

West 

Virginia 

Beaver 

Economic Pasture-Based Beef Systems for 
Appalachia 

2,173,000 

West 

Virginia 

Beaver 

Forage Management Systems for Small-Scale 
Ruminant Production in the Appalachian 

Region 

2,517,000 

West 

Virginia 

Beaver 

Non-Traditional Plant Resources for Grazing 
Ruminants in Appalachia 

1,726, 000 


In FY 2013, no research projects were terminated. 


Extramural Activities Terminated 

Mr. Aderholt : Please update the list from the fiscal year 2014 hearing 
record of all extramural activities terminated in fiscal years 2010 through 
2013. 


Response: One extramural agreement was terminated in FY 2010. This 
agreement was a specific cooperative agreement with the Biotechnology 
Research and Development Center in the amount of $738,000 funded from the 
Animal Health Consortium at Headquarters. Twenty-two research projects were 
terminated in FY 2011 that included extramural research. Four research 
projects that included extramural research were terminated in FY 2012 due to 
location closures. In FY 2013, no extramural research was terminated, 
however, the level of funding for extramural activities was substantially 
reduced due to the impact of rescissions and the sequester. Extramural 
agreements associated with the FY 2011-2012 research projects and location 
closures are provided for the record. 


[The information follows:] 
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EXTRAMURAL ACTIVITIES TERMINATED IN FY 2011 


Extramural 


Research Title 

Co opera tor 

Amount 

Animal Vaccines, Greenport, NY 

UNIV. OF CT 

UNIV. OF MO 

$486,296 
486, 295 

Aquaculture Fisheries Center, 

Stuttgart, AR 

UNIV. OF AR, PINE BLUFF 

341, 470 

Aquaculture Initiatives, Harbor Branch 
Oceanographic Institute, Stuttgart, AR 

FLORIDA ATLANTIC UNIV., 
HARBOR BRANCH 

436, 710 

Biomass Crop Production, Brookings, SD 

SD STATE UNIV 

MBI INTERNATIONAL 

277,577 

203, 000 

Biotechnology Research and Development 
Center, Headquarters 

BRDC 

3,150,000 

Crop Production and Food Processing, 
Peoria, IL 

UNIV. OF IL 

PURDUE UNIV. 

148,717 

148,717 

Center for Agroforestry, Booneville, 

AR, and Dale Bumpers Small Farms 
Research Center, Booneville, AR 

UNIV. OF MO 

1,550,000 

Diet Nutrition and Obesity Research, 

New Orleans, LA 

LOUISIANA STATE UNIV. 

253,499 

Endophyte Research, Booneville, AR 

UNIV. OF AR 

UNIV. OF MO 

OR STATE UNIV. 

263,770 

268,675 

268,675 
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EXTRAMURAL ACTIVITIES TERMINATED IN FY 2011 


Extramural 


Research Title 

Cooperator 

Amount 

Formosan Subterranean Termites 
Research, New Orleans, LA 

NO MOSQUITO/TERMITE BRD 

UNIV. OF HI 

325, 074 

131, 136 


LOUISIANA STATE UNIV. 

1, 361, 940 


UNIV, OF MS 

50,000 


UNIV. OF FL 

131, 136 


TEXAS A&M UNIV. 

131, 136 


LOUISIANA STATE UNIV. 

150, 000 


THE AUDUBON INSTITUTE 

151,136 


LOUISIANA STATE UNIV. 

50, 000 

Improved Crop Production Practices, 

ALABAMA A&M 

34,341 

Auburn, AL 

AUBURN UNIV. 

528,700 


TUSKEGEE UNIV. 

34,341 

Lyme Disease, 4 Poster Project, 
Headquarters 

YALE UNIV. 

565,853 

Mosquito Trapping Research/West Nile 
Virus, Gainesville, FL 

CT AG. EXPT . STATION 

604,300 

National Bio and Agro Defense 

Facility, Manhattan, KS 

KANSAS STATE UNIVERSITY 

400, 000 

National Center for Agricultural Law, 
NAL, Beltsville, MD 

UNIV. OF AR (School of 
Law) 

576, 828 

National Corn to Ethanol Research 

Pilot Plant, Headquarters 

SOUTHERN ILLINOIS UNIV. 

312, 195 

Northern Great Plains Research 
Laboratory, Mandan, ND 

ND STATE UNIV. - 

HETTINGER 

50, 000 

Phytoestrogen Research, New Orleans, 

TULANE UNIV. 

634,907 

LA 

UNIV. OF TOLEDO 

482,207 

Termite Species in Hawaii, New 

Orleans, LA 

UNIV. OF HI 

175, 500 

Tropical Aquaculture Feeds (Oceanic 
Institute), Hilo, HI 

OCEANIC INSTITUTE 

921, 171 

Wild Rice, St. Paul, MN 

UNIV. OF MN, NORTH 

CENTRAL RESEARCH & 

OUTREACH CENTER 

155, 000 


TOTAL 


16,240,302 



511 


EXTRAMURAL ACTIVITIES TERMINATED IN FY 2012 


Extramural 


Research Title 


Cooperator 

Amount 

Appalachian Pasture Beef System, 
Beaver, WV 

CLEMSON UNIV. 

WV UNIV. 

VA POLY INSTI & STATE U. 

$160,548 

534,797 

534,797 

Aquaculture - Alaska/Seafood 
Fairbanks, AK 

Waste, 

UNIV. OF AK 

895, 643 

Seasonal Grazing, Coshocton, 

OH 

OHIO STATE UNIV. 

3,000 

Virus-Free Potato Germplasm, 
AK (worksite of Fairbanks) 

Palmer, 

UNIV. OF AK 

250, 000 

TOTAL 



2,378,785 


New Research Projects 


Mr. Aderholt: Please update the list from the fiscal year 2014 hearing 
record of all research projects started in fiscal years 2010 through 2013. 
Also describe new projects proposed for fiscal year 2015. 

Response: There were ten research projects started in FY 2010, which 
were subsequently terminated in FY 2011 in accordance with additional 
continuing appropriations amendments contained in Public Law 112-6. Those 
projects were: Arthropod-Borne Animal Diseases Research Laboratory 
{$1,500,000 at Manhattan, Kansas); Computer Vision Engineer ($400,000 at 
Kearneysville, West Virginia); Dairy Forage Research Center ($2,500,000 at 
the Marshfield, Wisconsin worksite of Madison, Wisconsin) ; Forage Crop Stress 
Tolerance and Virus Disease Management ($200,000 at Prosser, Washington); 
Human Nutrition Research, Kannapolis, North Carolina ($1,000,000 at 
Headquarters); Livestock-Crop Rotation Management ($349,000 at University 
Park, Pennsylvania); National Bio and Agro Defense Facility ($1,500,000 at 
Manhattan, Kansas); Pacific Basin Agricultural Research Center Staffing 
($700,000 at Hilo, Hawaii); Soybean Genomics ($200,000 at St. Paul, 
Minnesota); and Subtropical Beef Germplasm ($1,033,000 at 3rooksviile, 
Florida). No new research projects were started in FY 2011 or FY 2012. In 
FY 2013, one new project was started at the National Agricultural Library, 
Data Stewardship Program for Environmental and Sustainability Science 
($1,384,415). 

The fiscal year 2015 budget includes a request for additional funding 
for the following high priority program initiatives: Climate Resilient Land, 
Crop, Grazing, and Livestock Production Systems; Advanced Crop and Livestock 
Genetic Improvements and Translational Breeding for Enhanced Food Production; 
and Pollinator Health and Colony Collapse Disorder. 
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Active Extramural Programs 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a list of all extramural programs and 
projects that were active in fiscal year 2013. Were any extramural programs 
or projects started in fiscal year 2014? 

Response: A list of all active extramural projects in FY 2013 are 

provided for the record. A list of all extramural projects and funding 
started in fiscal year 2014 cannot be provided until after the close of the 
fiscal year. 

[The information follows:] 


Extramural 

Cooperator Total 

AFRICAN INSECT SCI FOOD HEALTH $25,000 
AGFORLIFE, LLC-LATINOS IN AGRIC 7,500 
AGRICULTURE CANADA 64,941 
AKWESASNE TASK FORCE/ENVIRONMENT 500 
ALCORN STATE UNIVERSITY 50,000 
AMERICAN ASSOCIATION FOR THE ADVANCEMENT OF SCIENCE (AAAS) 10,000 
AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF BOTANICAL GARDENS S ABORETA 35,000 
AMERICAN BEEKEEPER FEDERATION 50,000 
AMERICAN HONEY PROD ASSC 50,000 
AMERICAN INSTITUTES FOR RESEARCH 25,000 
AMERICAN SOCIETY FOR NUTRITION 90,000 
AMERICAN WATER RESOURCE ASSOC 5,000 
ARKANSAS CHILDREN'S HOSPITAL 6,676,000 
ARKANSAS STATE UNIVERSITY 55,487 
ASSOCIATION OF OILSEED AND WHEAT PRODUCERS 16,000 
ATATURK UNIVERSITY 2,500 
ATIP - CENTER FOR INNOVATION 22,000 
AUBURN UNIVERSITY 110,713 
BAYLOR COLLEGE OF MEDICINE 10,338,000 
BEET SUGAR DEV FOUNDATION 102,225 
BIOTECH & BIOLOG CONTROL AGENCY 307,500 
BLUE LEGACY INTERNATIONAL 78,000 
BOWIE STATE UNIVERSITY 15,000 
BOYCE THOMPSON INSTITUTE 484,570 
CAMARA PARAGUAYA DE EXPORTADORES Y COMERCIALI ZADORES DE 

CEREALES Y OLEAGINOSAS (CAPECO) 17,000 
CARRINGTON AGRIC EXPT STATION 42,843 
CENTRAL LAKES COLLEGE 7,175 
CENTRO AGRONOMICO TROPICAL DE INVESTIGACION Y ENSENANZA 30,000 
CHINESE ACADEMY OF AGRI SCIENCES 52,000 
CLEKSON UNIVERSITY 99,976 
COLD SPRING HARBOR LABORATORY 192,673 
COLORADO DEPART OF AGRICULTURE 393,025 
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C ooperator 

COLORADO STATE UNIVERSITY 

COMMONWEALTH SCIENTIFIC AND INDUSTRIAL RESEARCH ORGANISATION 
(CSIRO) 

CORNELL UNIVERSITY 
COTTON INCORPORATED 
COUNCIL FOR AGRIC SCI & TECH 
CRYSTAL RIVER 

DEKALB COUNTY SOIL & WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT 
DELTA HEALTH ALLIANCE 
DESERT RESEARCH INSTITUTE 
DUKE UNIVERSITY 

EMPRESA BRASILEIRA DE PESQUISA AGROPECUARI A /BRAZILIAN 
ENTERPRISE FOR AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH (EMBRAPA) 

FLORIDA AGRI & MECH UNIVERSITY 
FLORIDA INTERNATIONAL UNIVERSITY 
FOOD AND NUTRITION BOARD 

FOUNDATION FOR THE STUDY OF INVASIVE SPECIES (FUEDEI) 
FUNDACAO PAU BRASIL (FUNPAB) 

GEI SINGER CENTER 
GRAND FORKS PARK DISTRICT 
GREEN MOUNTAIN ANTIBODIES 
GREEN DELTATC GMBH 
HAWAII AGRIC RESEARCH CENTER 
INTER-AMERICAN INSTITUTE FOR COOPERATION 
ON AGRICULTURE (IICA) 

INSTITUTO NACIONAL DE INVESTIGACION Y TECNOLOGIA 
AGRARUA (INIA) 

INSTITUTO DE CULTIVOS TROPICALES 
INSTITUTO MEXICANO TECNOLOGIA DEL AGUA 

INSTITUTO NACIONAL AUT6NOMO DE INVESTIGACIONES AGROPECUARI AS 
(INIAP) 

INTERNATIONAL LIVESTOCK RESEARCH INSTITUTE 

INTERNATIONAL MAIZE AND WHEAT IMPROVEMENT CENTER (CIMMYT ) 

INTERNATIONAL SCIENCE & TECHNOLOGY CENTER 

IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY 

KANSAS STATE UNIVERSITY 

LOUISIANA STATE UNIV. AG. CENTER 

LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY 

MALPAI BORDERLANDS GROUP 

MARYLAND DEPT OF AGRICULTURE 

METHYL BROMIDE ALTERNATIVE OUTREACH 

MICHAEL FIELDS AGRICULTURAL INST 

MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY 


Extramural 

Total 

367,896 

459,311 
1 , 521,991 
89,895 
20, 000 
20, 000 
61,000 
106, 134 
45, 056 
87,634 

7,000 
22,500 
109, 000 
10, 000 
779,749 
20, 000 
156, 305 
16, 200 
5 , 000 
67,670 
295,104 

3 , 000 

47,350 

45. 000 

20. 000 

10,000 

30. 000 
58,423 

5 , 000 
47,007 
1 , 226, 945 
52, 648 
309, 335 
1 , 000 

15. 000 

20. 000 
141,510 
751, 360 
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Extramural 


Cooperator Total 

MIDDLE TENNESSEE STATE UNIV 18,869 
MINOR IN AG, NAT RES KELT SCI 5,000 
MISSISSIPPI AGRI & FORESTRY EXP STATION 4,116,735 
MISSISSIPPI STATE UNIVERSITY 2,695,752 
MISSOURI BOTANICAL GARDEN 50,600 
N. CENTRAL MS RES CONS DEVEL COUNC 4,325 
NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCES 20,000 
NATIONAL CNTR FOR GENOME RESOURC 708,775 
NATIONAL COTTON COUNCIL 269,500 
NATIONAL TAIWAN UNIVERSITY 116,000 


NEW MEXICO STATE UNIVERSITY 
NORTH CAROLINA AG RES SERV (NCARS) 

NORTH CAROLINA STATE UNIVERSITY 
NORTH DAKOTA STATE UNIVERSITY 
NORTHERN ILLINOIS UNIVERSITY 

NW CALIFORNIA RESOURCE CONSERVATION & DEVEL. COUNCIL 

OHIO STATE UNIVERSITY 

OKLAHOMA STATE UNIVERSITY 

OKLAHOMA WATER RESOURCES BOARD 

OREGON DEPT. OF AGRICULTURE 

OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY 

PAN AMERICAN UNIVERSITY 

PEERBOLT CROP MANAGEMENT 

PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIVERSITY 

POLLINATOR PARTNERSHIP 

PURDUE UNIVERSITY 

ROYAL BOTANIC GARDENS 

RUTGERS UNIVERSITY 

SAGARPA-SENASICA 

SEOUL NATIONAL UNIVERSITY 

SMITHSONIAN INSTITUTION, OFFICE OF SPONSORED PROJECTS 

SOUTH DAKOTA STATE UNIVERSITY 

STEVE KALTENHEUSER 

TEL AVIV UNIVERSITY 

TENNESSEE STATE UNIVERSITY 

TENNESSEE TECHNOLOGICAL UNIV 

TEXAS A&M UNIVERSITY 

TEXAS AGRI LIFE RES & EXT CNTR 

TEXAS TECH UNIVERSITY 

THE CONSERVATION FUND 

THE UNIVERSITY OF SCRANTON 

THURGOOD MARSHALL COLLEGE FUND 

TUFTS UNIVERSITY 


268,176 
24,343 
207,996 
1, 980, 983 

15. 000 
40,896 

590,837 
370,586 
1, 108 
47,500 
986, 608 
1,500 
34,795 
83, 045 

10.000 
1, 695, 613 

20,000 
290, 456 
60,000 

14.000 

50.000 
203,461 

11, 250 

12.000 
236,552 

9,737 
205,175 
677,880 
185, 331 
1, 419,764 
18,001 
5, 000 
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Cooperator 

Extramural 

Total 

U.S. CIVILIAN 

RES & DEVEL FNDTN 

105, 000 

UNIV CO. MACQUARIE RESEARCH LTD. 

50,000 

UNIVERSITY 

OF 

ARIZONA 

120, 000 

UNIVERSITY 

OF 

ARKANSAS 

450,520 

UNIVERSITY 

OF 

BUFFALO (SUNY) 

9,737 

UNIVERSITY 

OF 

CALIFORNIA 

2, 590, 204 

UNIVERSITY 

OF 

CAMBRIDGE 

17, 236 

UNIVERSITY 

OF 

CONNECTICUT 

281,367 

UNIVERSITY 

OF 

DELAWARE 

21,587 

UNIVERSITY 

OF 

FLORIDA 

597, 809 

UNIVERSITY 

OF 

GEORGIA 

93, 177 

UNIVERSITY 

OF 

HAWAII 

1,842, 858 

UNIVERSITY 

OF 

IDAHO 

630, 677 

UNIVERSITY 

OF 

ILLINOIS 

413, 959 

UNIVERSITY 

OF 

IOWA 

60, 000 

UNIVERSITY 

OF 

KENTUCKY 

887,681 

UNIVERSITY 

LOUISIANA @ LAFAYETTE 

5,000 

UNIVERSITY 

OF 

LOUISIANA - MONROE 

11, 685 

UNIVERSITY 

OF 

LOUISVILLE 

65, 000 

UNIVERSITY 

OF 

MAINE 

16,500 

UNIVERSITY 

OF 

MARYLAND 

2,526,043 

UNIVERSITY 

OF 

MASSACHUSETTS 

45, 407 

UNIVERSITY 

OF 

MINNESOTA 

854, 619 

UNIVERSITY 

OF 

MISSISSIPPI 

3,795,020 

UNIVERSITY 

OF 

MISSOURI 

359, 342 

UNIVERSITY 

OF 

NEBRASKA 

343, 284 

UNIVERSITY 

OF 

NORTH DAKOTA 

1,785,000 

UNIVERSITY 

OF 

NORTH TEXAS 

62,314 

UNIVERSITY 

OF 

PUERTO RICO (MAYAGUEZ) 

26, 935 

UNIVERSITY 

OF 

READING 

135, 126 

UNIVERSITY 

OF 

RHODE ISLAND 

40, 896 

UNIVERSITY 

OF 

SAO PAULO 

9,700 

UNIVERSITY 

OF 

TENNESSEE 

359, 122 

UNIVERSITY 

OF 

TOLEDO 

220,000 

UNIVERSITY 

OF 

WASHINGTON 

197,452 

UNIVERSITY 

OF 

WEST INDIES 

20,000 

UNIVERSITY 

OF 

WISCONSIN 

923, 955 

UTAH STATE 

U. 

SPACE DYNAMICS LAB 

150,000 

UTAH STATE 

UN 

IVERSITY 

13,077 

VIRGINIA POLY 

INST & STATE UNIV 

519,168 

WASHINGTON 

STATE UNIVERSITY 

605, 472 

WEED SCIENf 

EE . 

SOCIETY OF AMERICA 

90, 000 

WEST TEXAS 

A&M UNIVERSITY 

140,086 
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Extramural 

Cooperator Total 

WEST VIRGINIA STATE UNIVERSITY 15,000 

WEST VIRGINIA UNIVERSITY 308,000 

WESTERN KENTUCKY UNIVERSITY 709,991 

WORLD FOOD PRIZE FOUNDATION 30,000 

YUNNAN ACADEMY OF AGRI SCI 25, 000 

TOTAL 75,657,408 


Cooperative Agreements with State Institutions 

Mr, Aderholt: Please provide a list of cooperative agreements with 
state institutions, including funding, for fiscal years 2009 through 2013 and 
estimated for 2014 and 2015. 

Response: There were five cooperative agreements with state 
institutions for each year in FY 2009 and FY 2010; and four cooperative 
agreements with state institutions for each year in FY 2011, FY 2012, and FY 
2013. No new cooperative agreements have been proposed for FYs 2014 and 
2015, and funding estimates are not yet available. 

[The information follows:] 



ton Research & $53,303 $53,271 $30,000 $5,994 

Council (Tempe, 
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ARS Facility Maintenance 

Mr. Aderholt : Please update the fiscal year 2014 hearing record 
regarding the total amount needed to address maintenance needs. What are the 
top ten highest priorities? 

Response: A vendor contracted by ARS to review facility conditions 
inspected a sample of representative buildings from thirty-six ARS locations 
(roughly 55 percent of the total inventory) between November 2005 and May 
2010 and used parametric models to estimate deferred maintenance for the 
remaining building inventory. Total deferred maintenance for ARS buildings 
is $290 million. This list does not include new and replacement facilities 
or projects awaiting full funding. Deferred maintenance is defined as the 
amount necessary to ensure that a construction asset is restored to a 
condition substantially equivalent to the originally intended and designed 
capacity, efficiency, or capability. The current deferred maintenance amount 
is currently under its annual review and revision. The top ten projects that 
address health, safety, and critical infrastructure issues at facilities that 
support high priority research are provided for the record. 

[The information follows:] 


Facility/Project 

City, State 

Cost In Millions 

Foreign Disease Weed Science Research 
Laboratory, Replace Mechanical and 
Electrical Systems and Skin of 
Containment Greenhouses 

Frederick, MD 

$3.0 

Richard B. Russell Research Center, 
Replace the main chiller and boilers 
and piping systems and replace the 

HVAC system on one floor with one 
that complies with current standards. 

Athens, GA 

16.2 

United States National Arboretum, 

Repair and Replace Domestic 

Waterlines 

Washington, DC 

5.4 

Beltsville Agricultural Research 

Center, Repair and Replace Steam and 
Condensate Distribution Piping 

Beltsville, MD 

10.9 

United States Meat Animal Research 
Center, Major Electrical 

Infrastructure Modernization 

Clay Center, NE 

3.8 

Beltsville Agricultural Research 

Center, Upgrade Electrical Substation 

Beltsville, MD 

6.5 

National Agricultural Library, 

Replace Fire Alarm System 

Beltsville, MD 

2.3 

United States National Arboretum, 

Repair and Replace Sanitary Lines 

Washington, DC 

8.2 

Red River Valley Agricultural 

Research Center, Laboratory 
Modernization 

Fargo, ND 

4.2 

Fruit and Tree Nut Research Unit, 
Replace HVAC System 

Byron, GA 

2.0 

Total 


62.5 
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ARS Southeast Poultry Research Laboratory 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a description of the proposal to provide 
$155 million to design and construct the Southeast Poultry Research 
Laboratory. 

Response: The Southeast Poultry Research Laboratory (SEPRL) in Athens, 
Georgia, is the major facility in USDA and the Nation, for conducting 
research on exotic and emerging poultry diseases, including Avian Influenza 
and velogenic Newcastle disease. SEPRL' s current poultry research facilities 
are inadequate for addressing highly virulent poultry diseases that require 
increased biocontainment capabilities and state-of-the-art facilities. SEPRL 
has Biosafety Level (BSL}-2 Laboratory and 3SL-3 Ag facilities that were 
constructed in 1964 and 1976. Also, these facilities (34 small, inefficient 
buildings) no longer meet SEPRL' s expanded research needs. The buildings 
which were designed for four scientists and their support staff currently 
serve twelve scientists and their support staff. Some critical, cutting edge 
research is not being conducted because of facility limitations. A new 
facility is required to continue efforts to protect our poultry industries 
from new and emerging influenza viruses and emerging/exotic poultry diseases 
which threaten the Nation's poultry industry and potentially U.S. public 
health. The new facility will provide state-of-the-art laboratories and 
necessary biocontainment capabilities needed to continue this critical 
research. 

The Opportunity, Growth, and Security Initiative request fully funds 
the construction of the laboratory. Construction will be completed in three 
phases to allow the facility to continue to operate throughout construction. 
After all construction is complete, the laboratory will have 21 buildings 
with a total 149,000 Gross Square Feet (GSF) , 112,000 GSF in eleven new 
facilities and 37,000 GSF in ten renovated facilities. 

If funding for this critical project is made available by Congress in 
2015, design for all three phases will be awarded in fiscal year 2015 and is 
estimated at $10 million. Phase 1 construction will be awarded in fiscal 
year 2016 and consists of demolishing approximately 1,600 GSF in six 
buildings, constructing approximately 82,000 GSF of BSL-3 Ag facilities, BSL- 
2 laboratory facilities, administration facilities, production facilities, 
ancillary buildings (feed storage, waste treatment, incinerator, general 
storage etc.), and preparing the site with utilities and civil work for the 
new buildings. Phase 1 is estimated at $95.0 million. Phase 2 construction 
will be awarded in fiscal year 2016 and consists of demolishing approximately 

30.000 GSF in seventeen buildings and two trailers, and constructing 30,000 
GSF of BSL-2 animal and production facilities. Phase 2 is estimated at $31.0 
million. Phase 3 construction will be awarded in fiscal year 2016 and 
consists of demolishing a 2,800 GSF waste treatment facility, modernizing 

37.000 GSF in 10 existing buildings, and finalizing site work and roadways. 
Phase 3 is estimated at $19,0 million. 


ARS Aircraft 

Mr. Aderholt: Please update the committee on the number and type of 
aircraft currently owned and leased by ARS. 

Response: The Agricultural Research Service owns five aircraft and 
leases one aircraft. One of the owned aircraft is non-operational and is used 
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for parts. The five owned aircraft are physically located in Bryan, Texas, 
for use by the ARS location in College Station, Texas. The leased aircraft 
is used in Stoneville, Mississippi. The information is provided for the 
record. 


(The information follows:] 

1979 Cessna Aircraft Company 188C, Tail Number: N2182J 

1996 Air Tractor 402B, Tail Number: N38HT 

1998 McDonnell Douglas Aircraft MD-600N N605BP 

197 8 Cessna Aircraft Company TLJ206G, Tail Number: N756NN 

1998 McDonnell Douglas Aircraft MD-600N N604BP (non-operational ) 

1990 Air Tractor 402-15AS, Tail Number: N45196 


National Arboretum 

Mr. Aderholt: Please update the information provided in the fiscal 
year 2014 hearing record regarding the budget for the National Arboretum for 
fiscal years 2009 through 2013 and estimated for 2014 and 2015. 

Response: The ARS budget for the National Arboretum is as follows: 
fiscal year 2009 was $11,498,000; fiscal year 2010 was $11,535,000; fiscal 
year 2011 was $11,413,000; fiscal year 2012 was $11,413,000; fiscal year 2013 
was $10,533,000; fiscal year 2014 is estimated at $11,413,000; and fiscal 
year 2015 is estimated at $11,413,000. 


National Agricultural Library (NAL) 

Mr. Aderholt: Please update the information provided in the fiscal 
year 2014 hearing record regarding the budget for the National Agricultural 
Library for fiscal years 2009 through 2013 and estimated for 2014 and 2015. 

Response: The budget for the National Agricultural Library is as follows: 

fiscal year 2009 was $22,697,000; fiscal year 2010 was $23,088,000; fiscal year 
2011 was $22,195,000; fiscal year 2012 was $21,772,000; fiscal year 2013 was 
$21,478,000; fiscal year 2014 is estimated at $24,752,000; and fiscal year 2015 
is estimated at $24,752,000. Totals include funding for Repair and Maintenance. 


Af latoxin 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a summary of ARS research on af latoxin, 
including funding, major projects, recipients and location of recipients, for 
fiscal years 2009 through 2014. Also describe ARS's plan for fiscal year 
2015. 


Response: ARS conducts aflatoxin research in Maricopa, Arizona; 
Albany, California; Dawson and Tifton, Georgia; Peoria, Illinois; New 
Orleans, Louisiana; Mississippi State, Mississippi; and Stoneviile, 
Mississippi. Research focuses on developing detection and characterization 
technologies for Aspergillus strains and their related toxins, reducing 
aflatoxin levels by biological control, using gene silencing technologies to 
block aflatoxin biosynthesis, and using plant breeding to develop genetic 
resistance. Progress in maize alone in 2012-2014 includes: 
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• Identification of over 100 possible candidate genes that may be 
associated with A. flavus and aflatoxin resistance in maize; ARS 
researchers are currently running a pathway analysis to better 
understand the common networks and mechanisms in which these genes 
may be working, ARS researchers are also working to validate the 
genes in independent genetic backgrounds. 

• Markers for each of the genes have been created and will allow 
breeders to select for the positive allele of each gene in their own 
germplasm, one at a time or via genomic selection using all 
candidate genes identified. 

• Resistant breeding lines and cultivars have been shared between 
different institutes and testcrosses have been made between these 
new resistant lines and lines adapted to each targeted growing area. 

• Phenotyping of testcrosses has been completed for at least one 
location and year; this information will be used (along with more 
years and locations) to create synthetic maize populations and new 
hybrids resistant to A. flavus and aflatoxin. 

In 2015/ research will; (1) continue to emphasize the use of non- 
toxigenic strains of fungi and yeast for biological control. Biological 
control is the leading tool for prevention of aflatoxin contamination of 
maize, peanut, cottonseed/ and pistachio in commercial agriculture in the 
United States. The results of the proposed work will support development of 
optimized and expanded biological control methodologies in the United States 
and in Africa and in so doing provide the opportunity to reduce both 
aflatoxin related food losses, increasing food security, and reduce the costs 
of aflatoxin management; (2) continue identifying and developing natural 
products to inhibit the fungi that promote, produce, or degrade aflatoxins; 

(3) build understanding of the phylogenetics of aflatoxin production through 
an examination of the population dynamics of aflatoxigenic and non-toxigenic 
species in mixed culture; (4) use genomics to determine the molecular and 
biological changes that occur upon Aspergillus infection and the abiotics 
factors that influence infection; (5) identify and combine genetic components 
that control aflatoxin activities such as mechanical or biochemical impedance 
of pathogen invasion, biochemical interference with biosynthesis, and other 
mechanisms that result in reduced peanut aflatoxin; (6) conduct genome-wide 
characterization of genetic differences among diverse germplasm for traits 
that can contribute to reduced peanut aflatoxin; (7) develop RNA interference 
technology to silence Aspergillus flavus and Aspergillus parasiticus 
aflatoxin synthesis genes, thus preventing accumulation of these mycotoxins 
in peanut; (8) continue to develop plant germplasm with resistance to 
aflatoxin accumulation along with identifying DNA markers to accelerate 
genetic selection; and (9) determine if genes identified in association with 
genetic mapping studies in maize are differentially expressed in resistant 
lines . 


ARS research activity related to aflatoxin funding in fiscal year 2009 
was $14,223,000; fiscal year 2010 was $14,498,000; fiscal year 2011 was 
$14,615,000; fiscal year 2012 was $14,615,000; fiscal year 2013 was 
$13,625,000; fiscal year 2014 is estimated at $14,775,000; and fiscal year 
2015 is estimated at $14,775,000. 
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Office of Pest Management Policy 

Mr. Aderho.lt: Please update the committee on staffing and expenditures 
for the Office of Pest Management Policy for fiscal years 2009 through 2014. 
What are the plans for the office for fiscal year 2015? 

Response: Funding for the. USDA Office of Pest Management Policy (OPMP) 

is as follows: fiscal year 2009 was $1,686,000; fiscal year 2010 was 
$1,712,000; fiscal year 2011 and 2012 was $1,647,000; fiscal year 2013 was 
$1,455,000; fiscal year 2014 is estimated at $1,515,000; and fiscal year 2015 
is estimated at $1,515,000. Salary and expenses for nine staff were 
supported with this level of funding. No additional funds from the USDA 
Advisory Committee on Biotechnology and 21 st Century Agriculture which 
receives staff support from OPMP were allocated as the committee did not 
meet. Specific needs for fiscal year 2015 will be covered by continued 
salary and expenses support. OPMP continues to work with the Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) , USDA agencies, National Marine Fisheries Service, 
Fish & Wildlife Service, numerous other Federal agencies, and agricultural 
producers to ensure the development and use of high-quality agricultural 
information and data for pesticide risk assessment and risk mitigation, and 
for threatened and endangered species biological opinions. OPMP continues to 
represent and support the interests of growers for USDA at the Meeting of the 
Parties of the Montreal Protocol and related meetings. Methyl bromide, an 
important and effective fumigant is being phased out under this treaty; 
however, growers may request the use where there are no technical or 
economically feasible alternatives to this fumigant. Additional challenges 
have surfaced as approved alternatives have been removed or been proposed to 
be removed from the market, leaving U.S. agriculture vulnerable without an 
adequate fumigant. OPMP is providing leadership in conjunction with EPA and 
important USDA partners on issues related to the decline in managed honey bee 
health, which is gaining national attention as more studies related to issues 
are published. In 2014, OPMP will coordinate a Bee Forage and Nutrition 
Summit for USDA. OPMP provides leadership related to the issue of resistance 
and, in 2014, will support the 2 nd Summit on Weed Resistance. OPMP, in 
conjunction with the four USDA Integrated Pest Management Centers, also works 
with growers to develop and implement plans to transition to more effective 
and lower-risk pest management tactics. This effort has become increasingly 
important as EPA continues its implementation of the Food Quality Protection 
Act through pesticide registration review which includes the Endangered 
Species Act consultation provision. In addition, OPMP is responsible for the 
interagency coordination, stakeholder outreach, and planning and development 
for the National Plant Disease Recovery System required by Homeland Security 
Presidential Directive #9. OPMP is also the technical lead for comments by 
USDA agencies for inter-agency review requests from EPA and the State 
Department for numerous toxic substances related to agriculture. For example, 
in 2013 and 2014, OPMP provided leadership for USDA in reviewing EPA' s 
proposed Worker Protection Standards with regard to pesticides. 


Germplasm Enhancement of Maize - GEM 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a summary of the Germplasm Enhancement of 
Maize project, including funding, partners, purposes, and accomplishments and 
the plan for fiscal year 2015. 


Response: The Germplasm Enhancement of Maize (GEM) project is an ARS 

partnership with public-sector and private-industry researchers that has the 
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primary purpose of developing commercially competitive maize hybrids 
containing exotic germplasm. Under this cooperative effort, seed companies 
cross their proprietary maize lines with promising exotic sources and send 
the resulting hybrids to public-sector and industry researchers to test and 
breed for disease resistance, tolerance to environmental extremes, product 
quality, and yield. 

In addition to ARS, GEM Project partners (termed "cooperators"} 
currently include 28 U.S. private-sector seed or crop breeding companies, 13 
U.S. land-grant universities, one U.S. non-governmental organization (NGO) , 
nine international private-sector seed or crop breeding companies, and five 
international public-sector cooperators. 

The purpose of the GEM Project is to broaden the genetic base of the 
United States' maize crop. Maize hybrids in the U.S. have a very narrow 
genetic base, and are derived from just a few inbred lines, leaving them 
vulnerable to pests, diseases, and weather damage, which in turn might 
constitute a risk to food security. The narrow germplasm base also might 
limit the ability to increase nutritional and end-product quality-such as 
protein and oil content and starch properties— through genetic enhancement. 
Maize breeders want a broader genetic base, but adapting exotic strains to 
U.S. conditions is slow and costly. GEM meets the needs of U.S. maize 
producers by facilitating the integration of exotic material through 
cooperative public and private sector research. 

The GEM Project's accomplishments include identifying maize lines with 
unique starch, protein, and oil properties; drought stress-tolerance; disease 
and insect resistance; and outstanding silage productivity. Overall, this new 
germplasm might contribute to the development of new commercial hybrids with 
more diverse genetic resistance to diseases and pests, as well as other 
valuable new traits. GEM lines with superior performance are formally 
released (265 lines-to-date) and distributed freely by ARS to maize 
researchers worldwide. GEM cooperators from private companies already use GEM 
germplasm in their proprietary breeding programs. Recently, the GEM Project 
has incorporated an even broader spectrum of maize genetic diversity into its 
breeding efforts. It also has applied doubled haploid technology to develop 
inbred lines much more rapidly, and to incorporate new sources of host-plant 
resistance to diseases into breeding stock. Previously released GEM inbred 
lines have been intercrossed, and the resulting new breeding populations have 
yielded new, derived lines with enhanced field performance and breeding 
value . 


For FY 2015, the GEM Project will continue the preceding maize 
germplasm enhancement research and training efforts to the extent that 
funding levels permit. Specific activities will include identification of 
new, non-U. S. germplasm sources of potentially valuable genes for maize 
genetic improvement; conducting yield trials, field evaluations for agronomic 
merit, host-plant resistance to major maize diseases, and tolerance to 
environmental stresses; and development of new breeding crosses and lines via 
traditional approaches and doubled haploid technology. The training of 13 
doctoral and 5 master's degree students partially supported by the GEM 
Project will continue. 

ARS research activity related to the GEM Project funding in fiscal year 
2009 was $1,562,000; fiscal year 2010 was $1,588,000; fiscal year 2011 was 
$1,585,000; fiscal year 2012 was $1,585,000; fiscal year 2013 was $1,473,000; 
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fiscal year 2014 is estimated at $1,673,000; and fiscal year 2015 is 
estimated at $1,673,000. 


ARS Senior Executive Staff 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide information on the positions held by and 
location of the agency's SES staff. 

Response: ARS currently has 38 Senior Executive Staff (SES) . Three of 
these positions are in Albany, California (Area Director, Associate Area 
Director, and Center Director) . One position is in Davis, California (Centex' 
Director) . Two positions are in Fort Collins, Colorado (Area Director and 
Associate Area Director). Five positions are in Washington, D.C. 
(Administrator, Associate Administrator for Research Operations, Deputy 
Administrator for Administrative and Financial Management, Director of the 
Office of Pest Management Policy, and Director of the U.S. National 
Arboretum) . Two positions are in Athens, Georgia (Area Director and Associate 
Area Director) . Three positions are in Peoria, Illinois (Area Director, 
Associate Area Director, and Center Director) . One position is in New 
Orleans, Louisiana (Center Director) . Fourteen positions are in Beltsville, 
Maryland (Associate Administrator for National Programs, Area Director, 
Associate Area Director, Associate Deputy Administrator for Administrative 
and Financial Management, Chief Financial Officer, Chief Information Officer, 
four Deputy Administrators, Director of the Office of Technology Transfer, 
Director of the National Agricultural Library, Center Director, and Associate 
Center Director) . One position is in Stoneville, Mississippi (Area 
Director) . One position is in Clay Center, Nebraska (Center Director) . 

Three positions are in Wyndmoor, Pennsylvania (Area Director, Associate Area 
Director, and Center Director) . Two positions are in College Station, Texas 
(Area Director and Associate Area Director) . 


Senior Executive Staff at ARS Laboratories and Facilities 

Mr, Aderholt; Are any of ARS's laboratories and/or facilities headed 
by SES staff? If so, please provide the facility and location. 

Response: Several of the larger ARS laboratories and facilities are 

currently headed by SES personnel. These laboratories/f acilities are as 
follows: Eastern Regional Research Center, Wyndmoor, PA; National Center for 
Agricultural Utilization Research, Peoria, IL; Southern Regional Research 
Center, New Orleans, LA; U.S. Meat Animal Research Center, Clay Center, NE; 
Western Human Nutrition Center, Davis, CA; and the Western Regional Research 
Center, Albany, CA. In addition, the Beltsville Agricultural Research Center 
is headed by an SES Center Director and an Associate Center Director. The 
National Agricultural Library and the U.S. National Arboretum are also headed 
by SES personnel. 


National Institute of Food and Agriculture 
Hatch Act 

Mr. Aderholt: Please update the chart provided in fiscal year 2014 
hearing record showing the allocation of Hatch Act funding per university for 
fiscal years 2010 through 2014 (estimate) . Include the number of personnel 
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sxipported by the funding for the most recent year the information is 
available . 

Response: Recipients of Hatch Act funds have the flexibility to 
distribute funds among research projects, infrastructure, and personnel as 
they wish to meet the needs of their university. The distribution of these 
dollars varies from state to state. Fiscal year 2014 data is being collected 
now. Please see below. The latest data on personnel supported with Hatch 
Act funds as reported in the Current Research Information System (CRIS) by 
recipient institutions is for fiscal year 2012. 

[The information follows:] 



Fiscal Year 

Fiscal Year 

Fiscal Year 

Fiscal Year 

Fiscal 

Year 


2010 

2011 

2012 

2013 

2014 

a/ 






| 

Auburn University 

$4,554,000 

$5,019,000 

$5, 018,000 

$4, 627,000 



University of 

Alaska 

American Samoa 

1,245,000 

1,245,000 

1,243,000 

1,144,000 



Community College 
University of 

824,000 

906,000 

904,000 

832, 000 



Arizona 

University of 

2,231,000 

2,478,000 

2, 473, 000 

2,280,000 



Arkansas 

3,850,000 

4,236,000 

4,229,000 

o 

o 

o 

iH 



University of 
California 

Colorado State 

5, 998,000 

6,739,000 

6,721,000 

6, 186, 000 



University 
University of 

3,058,000 

3, 403,000 

3,397,000 

3,146,000 



Connecticut New 
Haven 

886,000 

966,000 

964,000 

898,000 



University of 
Connecticut Storrs 
University of 

1,144,000 

1,251,000 

1,248,000 

1, 165, 000 



Delaware 

University of 

1,461,000 

1, 608,000 

1, 605, 000 

1,487,000 



District of 

Columbia 

798,000 

888,000 

886,000 

810, 000 



University of 

Florida 

University of 

3,435,000 

3, 913,000 

3, 913, 000 

3,585,000 



Georgia 

5, 483,000 

6, 014,000 

6,006,000 

5,579, 000 



University of Guam 
University of 

977,000 

1, 079, 000 

1, 077,000 

991,000 



Hawaii 

1,459,000 

1,605,000 

1,603,000 

1,486,000 



University of Idaho 
University of 

2,423,000 

2, 691,000 

2, 686, 000 

2,469,000 



Illinois 

6,216,000 

6, 906, 000 

6, 796, 000 

6,308,000 



Purdue University 
Iowa State 

5,678,000 

6, 268,000 

6, 258, 000 

5,764,000 



University 

Kansas State 

6,872,000 

7,627,000 

7,597,000 

7,06.1,000 



University 
University of 

3,900,000 

4,319,000 

4,312,000 

3, 968,000 



Kentucky 

Louisiana State 

5,734,000 

6,498,000 

6,492,000 

5, 994,000 



University 

3,539,000 

3,874,000 

3,868, 000 

3,594,000 



University of Maine 
University of 

2,111,000 

2, 345, 000 

2,340,000 

2, 149, 000 



Maryland 

2,765,000 

3,038,000 

3,032,000 

2, 811, 000 
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Fiscal Year 
2010 

Fiscal Year 
2011 

Fiscal Year 
2012 

Fiscal Year 
2013 

Fiscal Year 
2014 a/ 







University of 
Massachusetts 

2, 446, 000 

2, 666,000 

2, 661,000 

2, 487,000 


Michigan State 
University 

5,839,000 

6, 442,000 

6, 437,000 

5, 930, 000 


College of 

Micronesia 

858,000 

949,000 

948,000 

796, 000 


University of 
Minnesota 

5,670,000 

6,277,000 

6,267,000 

5,760, 000 


Mississippi State 
University 

4,462,000 

4,870, 000 

4,863, 000 

4,529, 000 


University of 

Missouri 

5,455,000 

6,061, 000 

6,051, 000 

5,541, 000 


Montana State 
University 

2,430,000 

2,707,000 

2,702,000 

2,479, 000 


University of 

Nebraska 

3,829,000 

4,239,000 

4,232, 000 

3,900,000 


University of 

Nevada 

1,383,000 

1,529,000 

1,527,000 

1,409,000 


University of New 
Hampshire 

1,654,000 

1,833,000 

1,829,000 

1,682,000 


Rutgers University 

3,048, 000 

3,288,000 

3,332,000 

3,120,000 


New Mexico State 
University 

1,852,000 

2,052, 000 

2, 049,000 

1,885,000 


Cornell University 

5,113,000 

5, 686, 000 

5,676,000 

5,265,000 


Cornell University, 
Geneva 

1,096,000 

1,195,000 

1,201,000 

1,142, 000 


North Carolina 

State University 

7,551,000 

7,908,000 

7, 912, 000 

7,346, 000 


North Dakota State 
University 

2,683,000 

2, 948,000 

2,942, 000 

2,730,000 


Northern Marianas 
College 

788,000 

869,000 

867,000 

867,000 


Ohio State 

6,759,000 

7,487, 000 

7,475, 000 

6,863, 000 


Oklahoma State 
University 

3,597,000 

4,008,000 

4,002,000 

3, 656, 000 


Oregon State 
University 

3,320,000 

3,708,000 

3,701,000 

3,390,000 


Pennsylvania State 
University 

6,861,000 

7,518,000 

7,505,000 

6, 962, 000 


University of 

Puerto Rico 

4,151,000 

4,353,000 

4, 349,000 

4,195,000 


University of Rhode 
Island 

1,383,000 

1,519,000 

1,516,000 

1,408,000 


Clemson University 

3,834,000 

4,218,000 

4,211,000 

3,894,000 


South Dakota State 
University 

2,811,000 

3,111,000 

3,106,000 

2,861,000 


University of 
Tennessee 

5,413,000 

5, 965,000 

5, 956, 000 

5,495, 000 


Texas A&M 

University 

7,560,000 

8,483, 000 

8,468,000 

7, 608, 000 


Utah State 

University 

2,070,000 

2,279,000 

2,280,000 

2, 114,000 


University of 

Ve rmont 

1, 652,000 

1,826, 000 

1,822,000 

1,679,000 


University of the 
Virgin Islands 

952,000 

1,049,000 

1,048,000 

965, 000 


Virginia 

Polytechnic 

Institute 

4,683,000 

5,158,000 

5, 151,000 

4,755, 000 
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Fiscal Year 
2010 

Fiscal Year 
2011 

Fiscal Year 
2012 

Fiscal Year 
2013 

Fiscal Year 
2014 a/ 

Washington State 
University 

3,872, 000 

4,258,000 

4,251, 000 

3, 948, 000 


West Virginia 
University 

2, 960,000 

3,238,000 

3,233, 000 

3,003,000 


University of 
Wisconsin 

5,790,000 

6, 394,000 

6,384, 000 

5,878,000 


University of 

Wyoming 

1, 761,000 

1, 951,000 

1,947,000 

1,797,000 


Subtotal 

202,110,000 

222,855,000 

222,570, 000 

205, 664,000 

$229, 173,000 

Biotechnology Risk 
Assessment 

1,133,000 

873, 000 

943,000 

861, 000 

827, 000 

Multistate Research 
Award Funds 

15,000 

15, 000 

0 

0 

0 

Current Research 
Information System 

323,000 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Federal Admin. 

6,214,000 

6,854,000 

6,854, 000 

6,322,000 

7, 075, 000 

Small Business 
Innovation 

Research 

5,220,000 

5,737,000 

5,966,000 

5,731,000 

6, 626,000 

TOTAL 

215,000,000 

236,334,000 

236,334,000 

218,577,000 

243,701,000 


a/ Award decisions have not been finalized for FY 2014. 
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Sunvmaiy of P ersnnel Supporte d with Hatch Act Funds in Fisc al Year 2 01 2 





Scientist Professional 

Technical 

Clerical 

Total 

University/R ecipient 

Station 

Support 


Support 

Support 

Support 

AUBURN UNIVERSITY 

;ALA 

123.9; 

51.9 

45.2 

12,2 

233.2; 

UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA 

ALK 

7.8 

1.3 

6.1 

2.6 

17,8: 

UNIVERSITY OF ARKANSAS 

ARK 

95.5 

253.3 

38.6 

46.6 

434,0; 

UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA 

ARZT 

123.2 

205.4 

81.5 

43.5 1 

453.6! 

UNIV OF CALIFORNIA 

CALB 

111.4 

173.5 

23.9 

28.3; 

337.1 j 

UNIV OF CALIFORNIA (VET-MED) 

CALB 

1.3 

0.0 

1.3 

0.0 

2.6! 

UNIVERSITY OF CAUFORNIA 

CALB 

249.5 

996.5 

136.4 

287.4 

1,669.8: 

COLORADO STATE UNIVERSITY 

COL 

51.3 

168.9 

44.5 

40.3 

305.0 

CONNECTICUT AGRICULTURAL EXPER. STATION 

ICONH 

29.4; 

0.0 

16.6 

0.0 

46.0 : 

UNIV OF CONNECTICUT 

CONS 

7.4 

11.3 

0.2 

6.5. 

25.4 

UNIV OFTHE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

DC 

1.6 

0,4 

1.6 

0.0 

3.6 

UNIVERSITY OF DELAWARE 

DEL 

6.2! 

40.0 

55.5 

0.0 

101.7 

UNIVERSITY OF FLORIDA 

FLA 

140.3 

144.7 

164.4 

135.8 

585.2? 

UNIVERSITY OF GEORGIA 

GEO 

110.7 s 

109.4 

103.4 

76.5 

400.0! 

UNIVERSITY OF GUAM UOG STATION 

GUA 

8.7 j 

2.1 

10.8 

4.0 

25.6 

UNIV OF HAW An 

HAW ' ] 

44.9! 

19.7 

6.1 

55.5; 

126.2 

UNIV OF IDAHO 

IDA 

49.9 

34.1 

19.6 

41.9 

145.5 

UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS 

ILLU 

89.5! 

254.6 

23.7 

38.4 

406.2! 

PURDUE UNIVERSITY 

IND | 

196.3; 

541.8 

76.7 

158.5; 

973.3 i 

IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY 

IOW 

117.8 

190.3 

7.3 

209.8 

525,2 

KANSAS STATE UNIV 

KAN 

142.0 

252.2 

68.2 

33.9 

496.3! 

UNIVERSITY OF KENTUCKY 

KY, 

76.6 

99.4 

132.0 

67.1 

375.1 

LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY 

LAB 

B4.7 

75.4 

12.1 

54.3 

226.5 

UNIV OF MASSACHUSETTS 

;MAS 

13.B 

0.8 

2.5 

6.5 

23.6 

UNIV OF MARYLAND 

MD. 

21.7; 

19.8 

12.6 

12.2 

66.3 

UNIVERSITY OF MAINE 

ME 

31.1 { 

28.4 

15.2 

17.7, 

92.4! 

MICHIGAN STATE UNIV 

Mia 

137.0 

336.2 

189.2 

96.9 

759.3 

UNIV OF MINNESOTA 

MIN 

90.2 

187.5 

34.9 

109.4 

422.0 

COLLEGE OF MICRONESIA 

MIR 

5.2 

5.3 

4.4 

3.2 

18.1 

MISSISSIPPI STATE UNIV 

MIS 

60.8 

147.9 

34.8 

167.9 

411.4 

UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURI 

MO, i 

56.0 

85.7 

10.9 

25.3 

177.9 

MONTANA STATE UNIVERSITY 

MON8 i 

57.6 

84.3 

59.3 

10.4 

211.6 

NORTH CAROLINA STATE UNIV 

iNG 

147.8 

240.5 

230.8 

35.8 

654.9 

NORTH DAKOTA STATE UNIV 

ND. 

82.9 

180.0 

25.3 

16.5 

304.7 

UNIVERSITY OF NEBRASKA 

NEB 

135.5 

298.0 

144.9 

191.0 

769.4 

UNIVERSITY OF NEVADA 

NEV 

8.6 

7.5 

0.3 

3.4 

19.8 

UNIVERSITY OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 

NH. 

11.8 

16.8 

0.0 

0.0 

29.6 

RUTGERS, THE STATE UNIVERSITY OF NEW JERSEY NJ. 

55.6 

69.0 

41.3 

6.2 

172.1 

NEW MEXICO STATE UNIVERSITY 

NM. 

22.4 

10.6 

5.0 

3.9 

41.9! 

NORTHERN MARIANAS COLLEGE 

NMA 

1.1 

0.0 

05 

0.9 

2.5 

CORN ELL UNIVERSITY 

NY.C 

28.9 

49.1 

19.9 

100.7 

198.6. 

NY AGRICULTURAL EXPT STATION 

NY.G 

0.4 

5.4 

8.9 

39.5 i 

54,2 

OHIO STATE UNIVERSITY 

OHO 

105.8 

194.8 

81.3 

75.8 

457,7 

OKLAHOMA STATE UNIVERSITY 

OKL 

74.1 

174.8 

6.6 

2.0 

257.5 

OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY 

ORE 

90.2 

270.0 

45.3 

98.6 

504.1 

PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIVERSITY 

PEN 

219.5 

252.3 

40.1 

108.3 

620.2 

UNIVERSITY OF PUERTO RICO AT MAYAGUEZ 

PR. 

19.5 

2.5 

14.2 

78.8 

115.0 

UNIVERSITY OF RHODE ISLAND 

fRI. 

7.9 

1.1 

0.0 

O.O 

9.0: 

AMERICAN SAMOA COMM COLLEGE 

SAM 

0.0; 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0! 

CLEMSON UNIVERSITY 

SC 

31.23 

0.0 

59.3 

13.2 

103.7 ; 

SOUTH DAKOTA STATE UNIVERSITY 

SD. 

72.5 

117.4 

26.3 

58.3 

274,5 

UNIVERSITY OF TENNESSEE 

ITEM 

85.5: 

181.2 

87.9 

25.9 

380.5 

TEXAS A&M UNIVERSITY 

TEX 

271.2 

968.7 

101.0 

143.8 

1,484.7: 

! UTAH STAT E UNIVERSITY 

UTA 

14.9 

7.0 

1.5 

0,0; 

23.4! 

VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE 

VA. 

99.8 

300.3 

156.6 

38.9 

595.6. 

UNIV OFTHEVIRGIN ISLANDS 

VI. 

3.0 

9.5 

13.0 

2.0 

27.5 

UNIVERSITY OF VERMONT 

VT. 

12.1 

24.9 

3.1 

3.2 

43.3 

UNIV OF WISCONSIN 

WIS 

14.5 

56.7 

1.6 

13.2 

86.0 

WASHINGTON STATE UNIVERSITY 

WN.P 

89.6 

265.6 

35.3 

24.1 

414.6 

WEST VIRGINIA UNIVERSITY 

WVA 

27.6 

40.9 

0.0 

20.4 

88.9 

UNIVERSITY OF WYOMING 

WYO 

7.2 

5.2 

3.0 

1.5; 

16,9! 

TOTAL 


41084.41 

8,271,9 

2,592.5 

2,898.5 

17,847.3 
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SMITH-LEVER FUNDING 

Mr. Aderholt : Please update the chart provided in the fiscal year 2014 
hearing record showing the allocation of Smith-Lever funding per university 
for fiscal years 2010 through 2014 (estimate) . Include the number of 
personnel supported by the funding for the most recent year the information 
is available. 

Response: Recipients of Smith-Lever funds have the flexibility to 
distribute funds among research projects, infrastructure, and personnel as 
they wish to meet the needs of their university. The distribution of these 
dollars varies from state to state. The latest data on personnel supported 
with Smith-Lever funds as reported into the Current Research Information 
System (CRIS) by recipient institutions is for fiscal year 2012. The 
recipient institutions do not assemble the data until the close of the fiscal 
year and then the reporting process requires approximately six months. 

Fiscal year 2013 data is being collected now, but not all institutions have 
made their reports available yet. Therefore, we do not have complete data for 
fiscal year 2013 at this time. 


[The information follows:] 
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AUBURN UNIVERSITY ALABAMA 
AMERICAN SAMOA COMMUNITY 
UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA 
UNIVERSITY OF ARKANSAS 


UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA 
COLORADO STATE UNIVERSITY 


UNIVERSITY OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
UNIVERSITY OF CONNECTICUT 


UNIVERSITY OF FLORIDA 


UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS 
PURDUE UNIVERSITY 
IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY 
KANSAS STATE UNIVERSITY 
KENTUCKY STATE UNIVERSITY 
UNIVERSITY OF KENTUCKY 
LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY 
UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS 
UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND 
UNIVERSITY OF MAINE 
COLLEGE OF MICRONESIA 
MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY 
UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 
MISSISSIPPI STATE UNIVERSITY 
UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURI 
MONTANA STATE UNIVERSITY 


NORTH DAKOTA STATE UNIVERSITY 
UNIVERSITY OF NEBRASKA 
UNIVERSITY OF NEVADA 
UNIVERSITY OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 
RUTGERS UNIVERSITY 
NEW MEXICO STATE UNIVERSITY 
NORTHERN MARIANAS COLLEGE 
CORNELL UNIVERSITY (ITHACA, NY) 
OHIO STATE UNIVERSITY 
OKLAHOMA STATE UNIVERSITY 
OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY 
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Smith Lever 3bSc: FTEs Reported in FY 2012 by State and Annual Report 




Institution/Planned Program/Knowledge Area 


Alabama A&M University and Auburn University 
American Samoa Community College 

Clemson University and South Carolina State University 
College of Micronesia 
Colorado State University 

Delaware State University and University of Delaware 
Fort Valley State University and University of Georgia 
Iowa State University 
Kansas State University 


Kentucky State University and University of Kentucky 
Louisiana State University 
Michigan State University 
Mississippi State Universit " 


Montana State Universit 
New Mexico State University 

North Carolina AsT State University and North Carolina State University 
North Dakota State University 


Northern Marianas College 

NY State Agricultural Experiment Station Research and Cornell University 


University 

Oklahoma State University 


Oregon State University 


Pennsylvani 


Purdue University 


Rutgers 


South Dakota State University 


agfWrfcit.ffll 


ity of Arkansas 


University of California 


University of Connecticut - Storrs 


University of Florida 


University of Guam 


University of Hawaii 
University of Idaho 
University of Illinois 


University of Maine 

University of Maryland and University of Maryland - Eastern Shore 


University of Massachusetts 

University of Minnesota 

University of Missouri 

University of Nebraska 
University of Nevada 
University of New Hampshire 
University of Puerto Rico 
University of Rhode Island 
University of Tennessee 


University of Wyoming 
Utah State University 

Virginia Polytechnic Inst. & State University and Virginia State 
University 

Washington State University 
West Virginia University 
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Mein ti re- S tennis 

Mr. Aderholt: Please update the chart provided in the fiscal year 2014 
hearing record showing the allocation of Mclntire-Stennis funding per 
university for fiscal years 2010 through 2014 (estimate) . Include the number 
of personnel supported by the funding for the most recent year the 
information is available. 

Response: Recipients of Mclntire-Stennis funds have the flexibility to 
distribute funds among research projects, infrastructure, and personnel as 
they wish to meet the needs of their university. The distribution of these 
dollars varies from state to state. Fiscal year 2014 data is being collected 
now. Please see below. The latest data on personnel supported with Mclntire- 
Stennis funds as reported in the Current Research Information System (CRIS) 
by recipient institutions is for fiscal year 2012. Fiscal year 2012 personnel 
data as reported by institutions is provided for the record. 

[The information follows:) 
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Smamarv of Personnel Supported witH Mclntire-Stenni# Funds In Fiscal Year 2012 




Sdentirt 

Professional Technical 

Clerical 

Total 

University/!? ecipient 

Station 

Support 

Support Support 

Support 

Support j 

TUSKEGEE UNIVERSITY 

ALX 

4.9 

2.5: 

0,0 

0.0 

74| 

ALABAMA A&M UNIVERSITY 

ALAX 

0.7 

2.7 

0.0 

0.0 

3,41 

AUBURN UNIVERSITY 

ALAZ 

12.1 

15.8 

5.4 

16.7 

50,0; 

UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA 

ALK 

3.1 

1.6f 

1.5 

1.6 

7,8; 

UNIVERSITY OF ARKANSAS 

ARK 

S.5 

13.4 

0.0 

1.2 

20.1 

UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA 

ARZT 

5.9 

10.9: 

3.6 

1.8 

22.2. 

NORTHERN ARIZONA UNIVERSITY 

ARZZ 

0.0 

4.8 

0.0 

0.0 

4.3 

UNIV OF CALIFORNIA 

CALB 

16,0 

26.8 

9.0 

5.9 

57.7! 

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA 

CALB 

0.6 

0.4 

0.1 

0.1 

1.2 i 

CAL POLYTECHNIC STATE UNIV 

CALY 

0.6 

0.9; 

0.0 

1.0 

2.5 

HUMBOLDT STATE UNIV 

CALZ 

0.5 

2.2 

0.0 

0.2 

2.9 

COLORADO STATE UNIVERSITY 

COL 

1.9 

6.2 

4.3 

0.0 

12.4! 

CONNECTICUT AGRICULTURAL EXPER- STATION 

CONH 

5.9 

0.0 

4.0 

0.0 

9.9] 

UNIV OF CONNECTICUT 

CONS 

0.4 

0.9: 

0.0 

0.0 

1.3! 

UNIVERSITY OF DELAWARE 

DEL 

1.2 

0.2 

7.5 

0.0 

8.9 

DELAWARE STATE UNIVERSITY 

DELX 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.2 

0.2 

UNIVERSITY OF FLORIDA 

FLA 

11.3 

8.6 

10.8 

12.6 

43.3 

FLORIDA A&M UNIVERSITY 

FLAX 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.0 

2.0 1 

UNIVERSITY OF GEORGIA 

GEOZ 

19.4 

14.7; 

12.2 

12.2 

58.5! 

UNIVERSITY OF GUAM UOG STATION 

GUA 

0.0 

0.0 

0.4 

0.0 

0.4 

UNIV OF HAWAII 

HAW 

3.8 

1.4 

0.9 

1.8 

7.9! 

UNIV OF IDAHO 

IDAZ 

5.4 

1.6 

0.3 

0.0 

7.3 

UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS 

ILLU 

1.9 

3.6 

0.0 

2.1 

7.6; 

SOUTHERN ILLINOIS UNIV 

ILLZ 

2.6 

4.6 

0.8 

0.6 

8.6 

FURDUE UNIVERSITY 

IND 

9.2 

31.6 

13.7 

13.1 

67.6 

IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY 

IOW 

5.6 

4.9 

0.0 

2.1 

12.6 

KANSAS STATE UNIV 

KAN 

4.3 

6.2 

2.9 

0.9 

14.3 

UNIVERSITY OF KENTUCKY 

KY. 

14.6 

5.8 

6.8 

3.6 

30.8 

KENTUCKY STATE UNIVERSITY 

KYX 

0.0 

1.6 

0.0 

0.0 

1.6 

LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY 

LAB 

6.1 

0.8 

0.0 

3.1 

10.0 

SOUTHERN UNIV 

LA.X 

2.0 

0.0 

1.0 

0.5 

3.5 

LOUISIANA TECH UNIVERSITY 

LAZ 

2.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.6 

3-2 

UNIV OF MASSACHUSETTS 

MAS 

1.5 

0.0 

0.1 

0.9 

2.5 

UNIV OF MARYLAND 

MD. 

2.7 

2.3 

2.4 

2.5 

9.9 

UNIVERSITY OF MAINE 

ME 

11.6 

10.3 

2.1 

4.6 

28.6 

MICHIGAN STATE UNIV 

MI CL 

3.9 

10.5 

6.0 

3.2 

23.6; 

UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN 

MICY 

0.8 

2.8 

0.7 

3.1 

7.4 

MICHIGAN TECHNOLOGICAL UNIV 

MICZ 

0.4 

1.2 

1.0 

0.0 

2.6 

UNIV OF MINNESOTA 

MIN 

14.5 

34.0 

1.8 

23.0 

73.3 

ALCORN STATE UNIVERSITY 

MISX 

2.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.0 

FOREST AND WILDLIFE RES CENTER 

MISZ 

15.3 

55.3 

0.6 

39.2 

110.4 

LINCOLN UNIVERSITY 

MO, 

MO.X 

0.4 

... — y • 

0.0 

0.0 

0.4 

UNIVERSITY OF MONTANA 

MONZ 

1.4 

3.5 

4.4 

0.0 

9.3 

NORTH CAROLINA STATE UNIV 

NCZ 

35.9 

83.7 

3.8 

4.9 

128.3 

NORTH DAKOTA STATE UNIV 

ND. 

3.2 

2.9 

0.1 

0.2 

6.4 

UNIVERSITY OF NEBRASKA 

NEB 

3.6 

8.1 

3.9 

5.2 

20.8 

UNIVERSITY OF NEVADA 

NEV 

1.4 

0.4 

0.0 

0.6 

2.4: 

UNIVERSITY OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 

NH. 

1.6 

3.1 

0.0 

0.0 

4.7 

RUTGERS, THE STATE UNIVERSITY OF HJ 

NJ. 

2.9 

2.5 

0.9 

0.1 

6.4 

NEW MEXICO STATE UNIVERSITY 

NM, 

1.2 

2.0 

1.2 

0.2 

4.6 

CORNELLUNIVERSITY 

NY.C 

0.8 

1.1 

1.6 

4.2 

7.7, 

STATE UNIV OF NEW YORK 

NY.Z 

0.5 

8.8 

3.1 

0.5 

12.9 

OHIO STATE UNIVERSITY 

OHO 

8.3 

12.5 

4.5 

4.9 

30.2 

OKLAHOMA STATE UNIVERSITY 

OKL 

5.9 

10.2 [ 

0.7 

0.0 

16.8! 

OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY 

OREZ 

43.7 

90.8 1 

6-6 

9.0 

150.1 

PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIVERSITY 

PEN 

11.0 

7.4 

0.0 

9.3 

27.7 

UNIVERSITY OF PUERTO RICO AT MAYAGUEZ 

PR. 

1.3 

0.4 

1.3 

0.7 

3.7! 

UNIVERSITY OF RHODE ISLAND 

RI. 

0.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.6 

CLEMSON UNIVERSITY 

SC 

4.0 

0.0; 

5.5 

1.0 

10.5 i 

SOUTH DAKOTA STATE UNIVERSITY 

SD. 

13 

2.3! 

0.0 

0.8 

4.4: 

UNIVERSITY OF TENNESSEE 

TENNESSEE STATE UNIVERSITY 

TEN 

TENX 

7,0 

1.6 

37.6; 

£d! 

14.4 

0.0 

3.2 

0.0 

62.2] 

2.6; 

TEXAS A&M UNIVERSITY 

TEX 

1.1 

2.1 

0.0 

1.4 

4.6 

STEPHEN F. AUSTIN STATE UNIVERSITY 

TEXY 

5,4 

8.8 

0.0 

1.3 

15.5: 

UTAH STATE UNIVERSITY 

UTA 

2.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.4; 

VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE 

VA 

15.6 

32.7 

10.7 

4.4 

63.4; 

VIRGINIA STATE UNIVERSITY 

VAX 

0,1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.1 

0.2 

UNIV OFTHE VIRGIN ISLANDS 

VI. 

0.3 

1.0 

0.5 

0.2 

2.0 

UNIVERSITY OF VERMONT 

VT.Z 

1.3 

1.4 

0.0 

1.1 

3.8 

UNIV OF WISCONSIN 

WIS 

2.3 

9.1 

0.1 

2.0 

13.5 

WASHINGTON STATE UNIVERSITY 

WN.P 

1.3 

9.8 

4.2 

1.1 

16.4 

UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON 

WN.Z 

1.2 

2.1 

1.1 

1.7 

6.1 

WEST VIRGINIA UNIVERSITY 

WVA 

7.8 

10.7 

0.0 

0.0 

18,5 

WEST VIRGINIA STATE UNIVERSITY 

W VAX 

0.7 

0.0 

1.0 

0.0 

1.7 

UNIVERSITY OF WYOMING 

WYO 

1.5 

0.5 

0.0 

0.2 

2,2 

TOTAL 


385.9 

654.0; 

169.5 

221.5 

1430.9 
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Animal Health and Disease 

Mr. Ader’nolt: Please update the chart provided in fiscal year 2014 
hearing record showing the allocation of Animal Health and Disease program 
funding for fiscal years 2010 through 2014 (estimate) . Include the number of 
personnel supported by the funding for the most recent year the information 
is available. 

Response: Recipients of Animal Health and Disease Research funds have 

the flexibility to distribute funds among research projects, infrastructure, 
and personnel as they wish to meet the needs of their university. The 
distribution of these dollars varies from state to state. Recipient 
institutions complete assembly of personnel data approximately eight months 
after the close of the fiscal year. Fiscal year 2014 data is being collected 
now and is not yet available. Fiscal year 2012 personnel data as reported by 
the institutions is provided for the record. 

[The information follows:] 
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Fiscal Year 

Fiscal Year 

Fiscal Year 

Fiscal Year 

Fiscal 

State 

2010 

2011 

2012 

2013 

201 

AI.i-Auburn University, Agricultural Experiment Station 

$17,894 

$23,075 

$29,559 

$24, 979 

_ 

AL-Auburn University, School of Veterinary Medicine 

44,553 

31, 112 

40,279 

35, 607 

- 

AL-Tuskegee University, School of Veterinary Medicine 

391 

503 

4,548 

6,689 

- 

AK- University of Alaska, Agricultural Experiment Station 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

A2-University of Arieona, Agricultural Experiment Station 

30, 848 

31,330 

39,353 

38,725 

- 

AR-University of Arkansas, Agricultural Experiment Station 
CA-Univeraity of California-Oakland, Agricultural 

55,735 

57,571 

77, 375 

72,395 


Experiment Station 

CA-Uni versify of California-Davis, School of Veterinary 

43,573 

54,486 

72,572 

72,730 

* 

Medicine 

202,351 

156,599 

166, 171 

90,911 

- 

CA-SSestern Univ. of Health Sciences, College of Veterinary 






Medicine 

- 

- 

- 

18,182 

- 

CO-Colorado state University, Agric. Exper. Sta. & Col. of 
Vet. Medicine 

170, 596 

195,261 

300,875 

285,768 

_ 

CT-Uni varsity of Connecticut-Storrs, Agricultural 

Exper iment Station 

18,512 

18,215 

24,999 

19,613 

_ 

DS~University of Delaware, Agricultural Experiment Station 

9, 930 

10,485 

15,477 

16,052 

- 

FL-University of Florida, Agricultural Experiment Station 

44,225 

46,443 

57, 135 

42,827 

- 

FL-University of Florida, College of veterinary Medicine 

1,171 

592 

370 

- 

- 

GA-University of Georgia, Agricultural Experiment station 

10,232 

12,837 

13,890 

13,603 

" 

GA-Univers.it y of Georgia, College of Veterinary Medicine 

69,291 

72,513 

104,868 

92,499 

- 

Hl-Unlversity of Hawaii, Agricultural Experiment Station 

1,733 

1,064 

1,492 

1,358 

- 

ID-Universir.y of Idaho, Agricultural Experiment Station 
IL-Univ. of Illinois, Agric. Exp. Station & College of 

40,715 

42,306 

49,312 

46,097 


Vet. Medicine 

60,892 

54,026 

54,753 

41,120 

- 

IN-Furdue University, Agric. Exp. Station & College of 

Vet . Medicine 

43,195 

46,614 

61,011 

65,319 


IA-lowa State University, Agricultural & Home Economics 
Experiment. 

42,736 

53,812 

67,096 

55,724 

_ 

IA~Iowa State University, College of Veterinary Medicine 
KS-Kar.sas State University, Agric. Exp. Sta. & College of 

53,948 

47,375 

74,018 

63,478 

" 

vet. Medicine 

86,782 

87,447 

105,033 

126,241 

- 

KY-University of Kentucky, Agricultural Experiment Station 
LA-lou.isi.ana State University, Agricultural Experiment 

45,308 

48,863 

64,409 

56,303 

- 

Station 

13,727 

13,815 

18, 648 

16,914 

- 

LA-Louisiana state University, College of Veterinary 
Medicine 

15,680 

17,973 

25,606 

25,844 

_ 

ME- University of Maine, Agricultural Experiment Station 

5,362 

5,853 

8,372 

8,574 

- 

MD-University of Maryland, Agricultural Experiment Station 
MA- University of Massachusetts, Agricultural Experiment 

20,015 

22,274 

25, 123 

19,265 

_ 

Station 

3,152 

5,287 

9,005 

9,472 


MA-Tufta University, School of Veterinary Medicine 
MI-Michigan State Univ., Agric. Exper. sta. & College of 

35,735 

41,042 

60,968 

57,809 

“ 

vet. Medicine 

62,260 

66,851 

91,998 

101,184 

_ 

MN-University of Minnesota, Agricultural Experiment 






Station 

32,757 

34,989 

49,763 

57,874 

- 

MN-University of Minnesota, College of Veterinary Medicine 

141,837 

110,133 

115,694 

50,474 

_ 

MS-Miss.issippi State Univ., Ag. & Forestry Exp. Sta. & 

Col. Of Vad. Med. 

50,061 

52,249 

71,251 

63, 961 

- 

MO-Un.i varsity of Missouri, Agricultural Experiment Station 

7,812 

6,121 

8, 464 

4,386 

- 

MO-Univorsity of Missouri, College of Veterinary Medicine 
MT-Montana State University, Agricultural Experiment 

82,332 

92,282 

130, 161 

131,525 

_ 

Station 

32,823 

33,272 

45,533 

49,174 

- 

NE-University of Nebraska, Agricultural Experiment Station 

93,449 

98,676 

121,650 

114,020 

- 

NV-University of Nevada, Agricultural Experiment Station 
NH-University of New Hampshire, Agricultural Experiment 

4,468 

4,790 

6,132 

5,661 

_ 

Station 

2,927 

2,366 

3,060 

3,383 

- 

NH-Rutgers University, Agricultural Experiment Station 

8, 131 

8,531 

13,346 

12,609 

- 

NM-New Mexico State University, Agricultural Experiment 






Station 

22,112 

22,438 

26,818 

26,096 

- 
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ANIMAL HEALTH AND DISEASE 







Fiscal Year 

Fiscal Year 

Fiscal Year 

Fiscal Year 

Fiscal Year 

State 

2010 

2011 

2012 

2013 

2014 

NY- Corns 11 University, Agricultural Experiment Station 

16,378 

13,333 

14,184 

10,614 

- 

NY-Cornel.1 University, College of Veterinary Medicine 

91,199 

97,025 

120,897 

95, 152 

_ 

NC-North Carolina State University, Agricultural 

Experiment Station 

28,348 

40,197 

69,345 

03,247 

_ 

NC-North Carolina State University, College of Veterinary 
Medicine 

80,215 

61,841 

52,770 

16,451 

. 

ND-North Dakota State University, Agricultural Experiment 
Station 

19,073 

18,567 

22,480 

24,159 

. 

OH-Ohio State University, Ohio Agric. Research & 

Development Center 

19,238 

26,778 

40,929 

46,773 

_ 

OH-Ohio State University, College of Veterinary Medicine 

27,334 

24,517 

24,312 

16,548 

- 

OK-Oklahoma State Univer., Agric Exper. Sta. & Col. Of 

Vet. Medicine 

67,354 

61,295 

68,719 

58,810 

_ 

OR-Oregon state University, Agricultural Experiment 

35,758 

42,341 

63,491 

70,258 

. 

PA- Pennsylvania State University, Agricultural Experiment 
Station 

54,538 

63,979 

78,806 

75,095 

. 

PA-'Jniversity of Pennsylvania, College of Veterinary 
Medicine 

58,803 

40,882 

43,637 

41, 919 

. 

PR-University of Puerto Rico, Agricultural Experiment 

7,144 

7,116 

7, 996 

7,047 

. 

Rl-tJniversity of Rhode Island, Agricultural Experiment 
Station 

1,688 

1,689 

4,575 

4,835 

_ 

SC-Clemson University, Agricultural Experiment Station 

15,065 

16,266 

23,458 

21,321 

- 

SD- South Dakota State University, Agricultural Experiment 
Station 

34,325 

37,153 

47,548 

49,503 

_ 

TN-University of Tennessee, Agricultural Experiment 

Station 

26,845 

17,579 

31,326 

29,759 

_ 

TN-University of Tennessee, College of Veterinary Medicine 

15,899 

13,686 

26,349 

29,661 

- 

TX-Texas Agrilife Research, Agric. Exper. Sta. & College 
of Med. 

193,590 

182,373 

218,949 

220,895 

_ 

UT-Utah State University, Agricultural Experiment Station 

17,995 

19,216 

20,637 

16,440 

- 

VT-University of Vermont, Agricultural Experiment Station 

6,201 

6,291 

9,531 

8,653 

- 

VA-VA Polytech. Inst,, Agric. Exp. station & College of 

Vet. Medicine 

36,050 

38,797 

52,069 

53,0.58 

. 

WA-Washington State University, Agricultural Experiment 
Station 

3,672 

3,480 

5,290 

10,230 

_ 

WA- Washington State University, College of Veterinary 
Medicine 

75,305 

78,901 

106,157 

113,287 

_ 

WV-West Virginia Univ,, Agricultural & Forestry Exper. 
Station 

5,388 

5,249 

13,279 

12,670 

. 

WI- Univ. of Wisconsin, Agric. Exper. Sta., & College of 
Vet. Medicine 

61,384 

60,176 

62,209 

58,336 

_ 

WY-Uni varsity of Wyoming, Agricultural Experiment Station 

17,200 

18,308 

234,000 

217,444 

- 

SUB-TOTAL 

$2,737,250 

$2,733,069 

$3,721,192 

$3,437,623 

$3,713,360 

Federal Administration 

118,000 

117,764 

160,000 

147,978 

160,000 

Small Business Set-Aside 

70,800 

70,658 

99,840 

9S, 890 

107, 520 

Biotech. Risk Assessment 

25,960 

24,620 

20, 980 

19,980 

19,120 

TOTAL 

$2,952,010 

$2,946,111 

$4,002,012 

$3,701,471 

$4,000,000 
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Summary of Personnel 

Supported with Animal Health 

Funds in Fiscal Year 2012 







Scientist 

Professional Technical 

Clerical 

Total 

Uni versify /Recipient 

Statior 

Funds 

Support 

Support 

Support 

Support 

Support 

TUSKEGEE UNIVERSITY 

AL.V 

$4,548 

0.2 

6.2 

0.0 


0.1 

6.5 

AUBURN UNIVERSITY 

ALA 

29,559 

1.0 

0.5 

0.0 


0.0 

1.5 

AUBURN UNIVERSITY 

ALAV 

61,687 

1.7 

1.0 

0.0 


0.0 

2.7 

UNIVERSITY OF ARKANSAS 

ARK 

77,375 

3.3 

24.3 

15.7 


3.1 

46.4 

UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA 

ARZT 

22,835 

7.7 

12.7 

0.4 


1.9 

22.7 

UN IV OF CALIFORNIA 

CALB 

6,197 

1.0 

0.6 

0.0 


0.0 

1.6 

UNIV OF CALIFORNIA (VET-MED) 

CALB 

34,655 

0.2 

0.0 

0.5 


0.0 

0.7 

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA 

CALB 

20,263 

2.6 

7.6 

1.4 


1.6 

13.2 

UNIV OF CALIFORNIA (VET-MED) 

CALV 

117,887 

0.6 

0.0 

0.3 


0.0 

0.9 

COLORADO STATE UNIVERSITY 

COLV 

300,875 

147.0 

148.4 

58.5 


55.4 

409.3 

UNIV OF CONNECTICUT 

CONS 

22,090 

0.2 

0.7 

0.0 


0.0 

0.9 

UNIVERSITY OF DELAWARE 

DEL 

15,477 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 


0.0 

0.0 

UNIVERSITY OF FLORIDA 

FLA 

56,088 

2.9 

0.0 

2.5 


0.0 

5.4 

UNIVERSITY OF GEORGIA 

GEO 

13,890 

0.7 

0.7 

0.6 


0.5 

2.5 

UNIVERSITY OF GEORGIA 

GEOV 

29,19? 

4.1 

2.8 

1.3 


2.0 

10.2 

UNIV OF HAWAII 

HAW 

1,492 

0.2 

0.0 

0.0 


0.0 

0.2 

UNIV OF IDAHO 

IDA 

49,312 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 


0.0 

0.0 

UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS 

ILLU 

54,753 

0.4 

1.5 

0.5 


1.0 

3.4 

PURDUE UNIVERSITY 

IND 

61,012 

5.4 

8.5 

0.0 


0.0 

13.9 

IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY 

IOW 

67,096 

0.0 

0.2 

0.1 


1.0 

1.3 

IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY 

IOWV 

74,018 

0.0 

2.0 

0.0 


0.0 

2.0 

KANSAS STATE UNIV 

KAN 

105,083 

0.5 

1.1 

0.0 


0.0 

1.6 

UNIVERSITY OF KENTUCKY 

KY. 

64,409 

3.3 

0.9 

1.2 


2.6 

8.0 

LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY 

I A. 3 

39,717 

1.0 

0.5 

0.2 


0.2 

1.9 

LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY 

LA. V 

25,606 

0.7 

0.6 

0.7 


0.0 

2.0 

UNIV OF MASSACHUSETTS 

MAS 

9,005 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 


0.1 

0.1 

TUFTS UNIVERSITY 

MASV 

60,968 

0.4 

0.0 

0.0 


0.0 

0.4 

UNIV OF MARYLAND 

MD. 

25,123 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 


0.5 

0.5 

UNIVERSITY OF MAINE 

ME. 

8,372 

0.5 

0.6 

0.1 


0.2 

1.4 

MICHIGAN STATE UNIV 

MICL 

91,999 

0.6 

1.3 

0.7 


0.4 

3.0 

UNIV OF MINNESOTA 

MIN 

49,764 

0.8 

0.3 

0.2 


1.7 

3.0 

UNIV OF MINNESOTA 

MINV 

115,694 

0.3 

0.1 

0.3 


0.2 

0.9 

MISSISSIPPI STATE UNIV 

MISV 

64,776 

8.1 

5.5 

6.6 


0.0 

20.2 

UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURI 

MO. 

6,396 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 


0.0 

0.0 

UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURI 

MO.V 

130, 161 

1.7 

0.1 

0.0 


0.0 

1.8 

MONTANA STATE UNIVERSITY 

MONB 

25,973 

0.0 

0.3 

1.4 


0.3 

2.0 

NORTH CAROLINA STATE UNIV 

NC. 

69,354 

2.6 

1.1 

5.1 


0.0 

8.8 

NORTH CAROLINA STATE UNIV 

NC.V 

S2.770 

6.5 

0.0 

8.0 


0.0 

14.5 

UNIVERSITY OF NEBRASKA 

NEB 

121,650 

3.1 

6.9 

3.3 


4.4 

17.7 

UNIVERSITY OF NEVADA 

NEV 

6,132 

0.1 

0.0 

0.0 


0.0 

0.1 

RUTGERS, THE STATE UNIVERSITY OF N.J. 

NJ. 

13,346 

0.3 

0.5 

0.0 


0.0 

0.8 

NEW MEXICO STATE UNIVERSITY 

NM. 

26,818 

0.2 

0.0 

0.1 


0.3 

0.6 

CORNELL UNIVERSITY 

NY.C 

14,184 

0.3 

0.0 

0.0 


0.3 

0.6 

CORNELL UNIVERSITY 

NYCV 

120,897 

0.1 

0.4 

0.3 


1.4 

2.2 

OHIO STATE UNIVERSITY 

OHO 

41,187 

2.0 

0.7 

0.8 


0.0 

3.5 

OHIO STATE UNIVERSITY 

OHOV 

24,312 

0.4 

1.0 

0.0 


0.0 

1.4 

OKLAHOMA STATE UNIVERSITY 

OKL 

68,720 

1.9 

0.8 

0.5 


0.0 

3.2 

OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY 

ORE 

63,491 

0.4 

1.4 

0.0 


0.5 

2.3 

PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIVERSITY 

PEN 

78,806 

3.4 

1.6 

0.0 


1.0 

6.0 

UNIV OF PENNSYLVANIA 

PENV 

43,608 

0.6 

0.0 

0.4 


0.0 

1.0 

UNIVERSITY OF PUERTO RICO AT MAYAGUEZ 

PR. 

7,833 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 


0.0 

0.0 

UNIVERSITY OF RHODE ISLAND 

RI. 

1,577 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 


0.0 

0.0 

CLEMSON UNIVERSITY 

SC. 

23,458 

0.1 

0.0 

0.0 


0.0 

0.1 

SOUTH DAKOTA STATE UNIVERSITY 

SD. 

47,548 

0.6 

0.1 

0.0 


0.2 

0.9 

UNIVERSITY OF TENNESSEE 

TESV 

11,318 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 


0.0 

0.0 

TEXAS ASM UNIVERSITY 

TEX 

171,101 

0.2 

1.7 

0.0 


0.0 

1.9 

UTAH STATE UNIVERSITY 

UTA 

20,637 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 


0.0 

0.0 

VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE 

VA. 

52,069 

0.7 

1.1 

0.8 


0.3 

2.9 

UNIVERSITY OF VERMONT 

VT. 

9,530 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 


0.0 

0.0 

UNIV OF WISCONSIN 

WIS 

62,209 

0.3 

1.5 

0.0 


0.3 

2.1 

WASHINGTON STATE UNIVERSITY 

WN.P 

5,290 

1.9 

0.0 

0.5 


0.0 

2.4 

WASHINGTON STATE UNIVERSITY 

WN.V 

106,157 

0.2 

0.0 

0.2 


0.0 

0.4 

WEST VIRGINIA UNIVERSITY 

WVA 

13,279 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 


0.1 

0.2 

UNIVERSITY OF WYOMING 

WYO 

234,000 

0.7 

0.0 

0.9 


0.1 

1.7 

TOTAL 


$3,454,632 

223.7 

241.9 

114.1 


81.7 

661.4 

*Personnel table only shows obligations for salaries. Table does not include obligations for overhead, i.e. suppi 

es and equipment 
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Evans -Allen 

Mr. Aaerholt: Please update the chart provided in the fiscal year 2014 
hearing record showing the allocation of Evans-Alien funding per university 
for fiscal years 2010 through 2014 (estimate) . Include the number of 
personnel supported by the funding for the most recent year the information 
is available. 

Response: Recipients of Evans-Alien funds have the flexibility to 
distribute funds among research projects, infrastructure, and personnel as 
they wish to meet the needs of their university. The distribution of these 
dollars varies from state to state. Fiscal year 2014 data is being collected 
now. Please see below. The latest data on personnel supported with Evans- 
Alien funds as reported into the Current Research Information System (CRIS) 
by recipient institutions is for fiscal year 2012. Fiscal year 2012 personnel 
data as reported by the institutions is provided for the record. 

[The information follows:] 



Alabama A&M University . . . $2,502,000 $2,627,000 $2,624,000 $2,424,000 

Tuskegee University 2, 483, 000 2,607,000 2, 605, 000 2,405, 000 

University of Arkansas-Pine 
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Summary of Personnel Supported at 1890 Institutions with Evans-AIlen Funds in Fiscal Year 2012 


Scientist Professional Technical Clerical Total 


University/Recipient 

Station 

Funds 


OKS 

mss 


TUSKEGEE UNIVERSITY 

ALX 

2307317 

25.1 

49.4 

1.1 

11.0 i 

86.6! 

ALABAMA A&M UNIVERSITY 

ALAX 

1,664336 

9.9 

43.8 

5.7 

0.1 

59.5: 

UNIV OF ARKANSAS 

AUX 

2,031,286 

10.7 

9.3 

4.4 

4.4 

28.8 

DELAWARE STATE UNIVERSITY 

DELX 

1317399 

6.5 

7.4 : 

0.0 

6.7 

20.6 

FLORIDA A&M UNIVERSITY 

FLAX 

1,637378 

17.0 

0.0 

0.0 

13 31 

30.3 

FORT VALLEY STATE UNIVERSITY 

GEOX 

3,001392 

6.5 

2.7 

0.2 

0.8: 

10.2 

KENTUCKY STATE UNIVERSITY 

m 

2,493,606 

14.4 

9.5 

1.0 

0.0 

24.9 

SOUTHERN UNIV 

LAX 

1,996,178 

9.4 

10.0 

11.5 

9.4! 

40.3 

UNIV OF MARYLAND EASTERN SHORE 

MD* 

1,057329 

2.6 

33 

4.8 

1.5 

12.2 

ALCORN STATE UNIVERSITY 

MISX 

2,609,665 

15.0 

10.0 

1.0 

19.0 

45.0 

LINCOLN UNIVERSITY 

MOX 

3,822,473 

15.0 

6.9 

35.6 

2.6 

60.1 

NORTH CAROLINA A&T STATE UNIV 

ncx 

4363,734 

16.4 

34.4 

17.4 

28.0 

96.2! 

LANGSTON UNIVERSITY 

OKLX 

1345379 

16.6 

4.2 

0.0 

4.1 i 

24.9 

SOUTH CAROLINA STATE UNIVERSITY 

sex 

1,408313 

4.8 

24.0 

14.6 

0.0! 

43.4 1 

TENNESSEE STATE UNIVERSITY 

TENX 

1391383 

12.5 

29.5 

0.0 

0.0 

42.0 

VIRGINIA STATE UNIVERSITY 

VAX 

2.938.650 

10.2 

4.6 

7.2 

4.9! 

26.9: 

WEST VIRGINIA STATE UNIVERSITY 

WVAX 

1371389 

3.3 

1.0 

4.0 

15.0 

23.3 

TOTAL 


36,857,907 

195.9 

250.0 

108.5 

120.8 

675.2 


♦Personnel table only shows obligations for salaries. Table does not include 
obligations for overhead/ i.e. supplies and equipment. 
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1890 Institutions 

Mr. Aderholt: Please update the chart provided in the fiscal year 2014 
hearing record showing funding provided to 1890 institutions for fiscal years 
2010 through 2014 (estimate) . Include the number of personnel supported by 
the funding for the most recent year the information is available. 

Response: Recipients of 1890 Institutions funds have the flexibility to 
distribute funds among research projects, infrastructure, and personnel as 
they wish to meet the needs of their university. The distribution of these 
dollars varies from state to state. Fiscal Year 2014 data is being collected 
now. Data on personnel are not reported by the institutions. 

[The information follows:] 



545 


P 

G 

01 

!h 



to cm 


o o 
o o 
o o 


io 

io 

o 


co r~ 

MD LT) 

tH r- 


o 

CM 

c r> 


co 

•^r 


</> 


P 

G 

G 

>< 


o O 
o o 
o o 


o o o o o o 
oooooo 
o o o o o o 

(Ti in itmo h o 

O H N H 

r- th io cn cn in 

rH iH rH CM CM rH 


O O O 
O O O 
O O O 

CO CM O 

eg co co 

cm co cn 
«H H CM 


oooooo 

oooooo 

oooooo 


o 

o 

o 


o o 
o o 
o o 


o 

o 

io 


U3 v u) in v 

cm cd r- co o 

CO t — CO LD 03 


O' 

CO 


CM 

O' 

CM 


r- cm 
eg r- 
r- in 


<T> 

OM 

CM 


Cl 

CO 



o 

o 

o 


CM 


oooooo 

oooooo 

oooooo 

h eg i— c co io id 
m o rH eg m m 

CO rl CD in rl ID 
H H H CM CO H 


o o o 
o o o 
o o o 


oooooo 

oooooo 

oooooo 


o 

o 

o 


o o 
o o 
o o 


o 

o 

o 


p i-i in cm 

Pin rl O CD 
in (Tl 03 CO H 


CD 

co 


CO 'T 
CD O 
co r- 


CM 

cn 

jin 


CO H H (NJ M* CM rl 


p 

G 

0) «H 
>1 rH 
O 
H CM 
G 
o 

CO 

•H 

IX 


o 

o 

o 


CM 

<n~ 


o 

o 

o 


oooooo 

oooooo 

oooooo 

H CM H (O ID ID 

m co rf cm m m 

CO rC CO in rH CO 
rH r-i rH CM CO H 


o o o 
o o o 
o o o 


o o o o o 
o o o o o 
o o o o o 


o 

o 

o 


o 

o 

o 


o o 
o o 
o o 


o 

So 

o 


co 
rH r- 
rn <n 


P H If) CM 

p in ho 
in cn co co 


co •a"; 
CO o 
CO P-| 


CM 

cn 

in 


I CM T CM H 


TS 

CD 

N 

-H 

rH 

rd 

G 

•H 

4H 


P 

rd 

0) 


o o 
o o 
o o 


o 

o 

o 


i — I o 

cd CM 

o 

CO 

-H 

Cn 


CO 

rH 

CM 

</> 


eg 


co 

P 

CD 

> 


D 


s; 

< 

id 

B 

cd 

X) 

rd 

< 


> 4g 
•H 0 
G 

D >t 

g -h 

0) W UH 

O' P CM 
G G 3 
.* > H 
10 -H CQ 


o 

o 

o 

O 

O 


o 

o 

o 


o 

o 

O 

o 

O 

O 

o 

o 

o 

O 

o 

o 

o 

o 

O 


o 

o 

o 


o 

o 

O 

o 

O 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

O 

o 


o 

o 

o 


o 

o 

O 

O 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

cn 


cn 

CM 

cn 


co 

o 

1 — 1 


cn 

m 

cn 

r~ 


cn 

<n 

o 

r- 

r- 

CD 

rH 

CM 

CO 

LO 


1 — 1 

CO 

cn 


co 

in 


3 

<n 

CD 


r- 

o 

r- 

1-1 

CD 

in 

rH 

CD 


cn 

Cl 

rH 


in 

cn 

co 

CO 


m 

cn 

O') 

r" 

ID 

t — i 

rH 

CM 

ro 

rH 


rH 

rH 

cn 


cn 

rH 

tH 

CM 

vr 

CM 


o 

, i 

eg 


























G 

P 

















>i 



a) 

















P> 



p 









>• 








•H 



co 








>i 

-P 








CO 

>i 


G 







> 

P 







-M 


P 

-p 


CxJ 




G 




•H 

to 

P> 

> 




■H 


g 





>1 


-P 



G 

CO 

P 

•H 

■H 




to 

>1 

!> 

CO 


d 


-p 


G 



O 

P 

G 

to 

G 


C 


P 

JJ 


p 


G 




P 




G 

> 

P 

l_> 


o 


CL) 

-H 

G 

(i> 


G 


co 


cn 



G 

> 


G 





> 

to 

iD 

> 

>1 

•--I 


p 




>1 

p) 


G 

> 

G 


p> 


-H 

X 


-H 

P) 

>7 


CD 


H 


P) 

G 

G 

to 


p> 


G 


G 

g 

a> 

G 

-H 

P 


> 

p 

L* 



P 

o 


C 

G 


P 


D 

> 


£> 

w 

G 






CO 

cn 



o 

P> 


P 



-H 

G 


p 



G 

CO 



p 


G 



cn 


(0 


G 

G 

-P 

0} 

G 



to 

p 

G 


G 

G 

P 

< 

G 





P> 

CO 

cn 

P 

> 

Pi 



CD 

C 


> 

G 

G 


P 

G 


G 


cd 



G 


O 


0) 

> 

-H 

>r 



p) 

£ 

G 



-H 


■p 


>i 

P> 

C 



-p 

-H 


P) 

C 


cn 

O 

P> 

n 




cn 


g 

cn 

:o 

>i 


G 

G 

O 


u 

O 



cn 



0 



< 




P 


-P 

D 

P 

to 


P 

G 

> 


CJ 


< 


G 



> 

g 

-H 


cn 


G 

p 

G 

G 

G 


G 

p 




P 

G 

cn 

-V 

p 

m 

G 


G 

U 

G 

O 

O 

10 

G 

-H 


G 



cd 

'0 

> 

u 

CD 

p 

P 

G 



> 

p> 


to 


G 

> 


G 


£ 



0 

£1 

CD 

O 

P 

() 

iG 


CO 

x: 

G 

P 



O 

P 


cd 

P 

-p 

j-j 

P> 

> 


O 

U 

p) 

G 

O 

p 

G 


Cn p> 

P> 

G 

G 


O 

p 

C 

0 


UJ 

u 

G 

P 

ID 

G 

a 

G 

G 

P 

CO 

X3 

■J 

p) 

(l) 


o 

<1) 

o 

G 



■H 

n 


G 

o 

G 

P 


0) 

n 

(!) 

0 

u 

Lxj 

Lm 


cn 

to 


< 

fl 

!X 


i-4 

cn 

H 

CP 

> 

is 

cn 

X 

CH 


0) 

Q> 

X! 


0) 

> 

rd 

,G 


O 

CM 

>< 

IX 

P 

O 

M-l 

CO 

G 

O 

to 

•H 

O 

G 

TS 

T3 

P 

id 

S 

f£ 



546 


1994 Institutions 

Mr. Aderholt: Please update the chart provided in the fiscal year 2014 
hearing record showing the funding provided to 1994 institutions for fiscal 
years 2010 through 2014 (estimate) . Include the number of personnel 
supported by the funding for the most recent year the information is 
available . 

Response: This information is provided for the record. No personnel 
were supported in the most recent reporting year available. 

[The information follows:] 



Dine' College, Arizona $85,000 $85,000 $85,000 $78,000 

Tohono O' odom Community College 05,000 90,000 90,000 78,500 
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Native American Institutions Endowment Fund 

Mr. Aderholt: Please update the Committee on the status of the Native 
American Institutions Endowment Fund for fiscal years 2009 through 2014 
(estimate) . Please provide a chart that includes the total amount in the 
endowment, its earned interest and the allocation to universities. 

Response: The history of total funding in the Endowment is shown 

below. The interest earned during each fiscal year was distributed through 
grants during the following fiscal year. For example, FY 2010 interest 
earned was distributed during FY 2011; interest earned during FY 2011 was 
distributed during 2012; and so on. The estimated interest-earned in 2013 
that will be available in FY 2014 is $5,085,461. Information on allocation 
for FYs 2009 through 2013 is provided for the record. 

[The information follows:] 

National Institute of Food and Agriculture 
ENDOWMENT HISTORICAL DATA 

Below is historical information for the fund showing total appropriations to 
date and total interest earned. Dollar and percentage increases are 
included. 


Fiscal Year 

Appropriation 

Interest 

Income 

Change from 
Prior Year 

% Change 

1996 

$4,600,000 

$115,747 

N/A 

N/A 

1997 

4, 600,000 

451,397 

$335, 651 

290 i 

1998 

4, 600, 000 

673, 678 

222,281 

49 % 

1999 

4,600,000 

980,913 

307,235 

46 % 

2000 

4, 600, 000 

1, 192,019 

211, 106 

22 % 

2001 

7, 100,000 

1,486, 927 

294,908 

25 % 

2002 

7,100, 000 

1,771,586 

284,659 

19 % 

2003 

7,053,850 

1, 929, 849 

158,262 

9 % 

2004 

8,946, 900 

2,180,705 

250,856 

13 % 

2005 

11,904,000 

2, 577,358 

396, 653 

18 % 

2006 

vamiMsrmmm 

3,249, 613 

672, 255 

26 % 

2007 

12,000,000 

3,209,004 

-40, 609 

-1% 

2008 

11,710,000 

3, 822,753 

613,749 

19 % 

2009 

■KOEUiKEEi 

4, 266, 794 

444,041 

hhh^hhbi 

2010 

11,880,000 

4, 307,355 

40, 561 

1% 

2011 

11, 880,000 

4,742,733 

435,378 

10% 

2012 

11,880,000 

5,206, 053 

463, 320 

10% 

2013 

11,880,000 

5, 085,461 

-120, 592 

-2% 

TOTAL 

160,214,750 

47,229,945 
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National Institute of Food and Agriculture 
Native American Institutions Endowment Fund Interest 
Funding History 


Institutions 

Fiscal 

Year 

2009 

Actual 

Fiscal 

Year 

2010 

Actual 

Fiscal 

Year 

2011 

Actual 

Fiscal 

Year 

2012 

Actual 

Fiscal 

Year 

2013 

(Est. ) a/ 

Aaniiih Nakoda College 

0 

0 

0 

$101,197 

$99,042 

Bay Mills Community 
College 

$88, 748 

$100,276 

$97, 494 

116, 937 

128,423 

Blackfeet Community 
College 

133,266 

145,560 

151, 175 

155,854 

159,554 

Candeska Cikana 
Community College 

79, 713 

89, 090 

87,419 

100, 678 

102,350 

Chief Dull Knife 

College 

78,727 

88, 188 

88,993 

92,894 

108,382 

College of Menominee 
Nation 

99,754 

139, 967 

123, 154 

138,212 

144,183 

Crownpoint Institute 
of Technology 

126,202 

145,019 

0 

0 

0 

Dine' College 

299,509 

307,397 

302,144 

395,241 

371,639 

D-Q University 

(T 1 

0 

0 

0 

ol 

Fond du Lac Tribal and 
Community College 

90,555 

88,729 

81, 437 

106, 905 

115,775 

Fort Belknap College 

78,235 

86, 384 

82,382 

0 

0 

Fort Berthold 

Community College 

84,313 

98,291 

94,031 

94,278 

96,318 

Fort Peck Community 
College 

104,190 

127,338 

116,227 

130,082 

135,816 

Haskell Indian Nations 
University 

210, 967 

231, 079 

229, 572 

245, 970 

238,551 

Ilisagvik College, AK 

60, 165 

86,384 

71,362 

78,712 

79, 974 

Institute of American 
Indian Arts 

84, 970 

96, 126 

90,410 

97,045 

119, 667 
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Institutions 

Fiscal 

Year 

2009 

Actual 

Fiscal 

Year 

2010 

Actual 

Fiscal 

Year 

2011 

Actual 

Fiscal 

Year 

2012 

Actual 

Fiscal 

Year 

2013 

Actual a/ 

Lac Courte Oreilles 
Ojibwa Community 

College 

107, 639 

115,431 

108,514 

107,769 

107,798 

Leech Lake Tribal 
College 

83,327 

89,090 

87,262 

87,359 

96, 513 

Little Big Horn 

College 

102,383 

118,318 

122, 997 

137,001 

137,762 

Little Priest Tribal 
College 

61, 150 

71,589 

69, 945 

75,253 

83, 476 

Navajo Technical 

College 

0 

0 

181,558 

236, 111 

223,764 

Nebraska Indian 
Community College 

61, 315 

69,244 

71, 677 

75,597 

80,752 

Northwest Indian 

College 

152,979 

159,994 

213,043 

173,324 

191,464 

Oglala Lakota College 

220, 987 

259,585 

269, 871 

301,838 

336, 422 

Saginaw Bay Chippewa 
Tribal College 

57,866 

66,898 

65,537 

70,927 

72,385 

Salish Kootenai 

College 

157,085 

184,531 

238, 860 

209, 474 

219, 094 

Si Tanka University 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Sinte Gleska 

University 

161, 028 

181, 103 

168,492 

167,097 

178, 623 

Sisseton Whapeton 
Community College 

75,442 

85, 121 

81,280 

89, 608 

93,205 

Sitting Bull College 

96, 469 

111,101 

104,421 

116,245 

129, 395 

Southwest Indian 
Polytechnic Institute 

166, 120 

176, 051 

164,084 

193, 907 

195, 940 

Stone Child College 

95,319 

110,380 

104,736 

115,726 

129,785 

Tohono O'Odham 

Community College 

66,571 

73,213 

72, 779 

80, 614 

90, 870 

Turtle Mountain 
Community College 

162, 835 

176,592 

162, 195 

199, 961 

198,858 

United Tribes 

Technical College 

161,849 

154,041 

165, 658 

190,275 

210, 144 

White Earth Tribal and 
Community College 

60, 165 

64,012 

66,010 

71,274 

71, 996 

Subtotal, Interest 
Payments 

to Colleges 

3,669,843 

4,096, 122 

4,134,719 

4 , 553 , 365 

4,747, 920 

Federal 

Administration 

152, 910 

170, 672 

172,280 

168, 319 

197,830 

Total Endowment 
Interest 

3,822,753 

4, 266, 794 

4,306,999 

4,721, 684 

4, 945,750 


a/ $260,303 is not available due to sequestration 
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Formula Funds and Competitive Funds 

Mr. Aaerholt: Please provide a comparison of total formula funds and 
competitive funds per year for fiscal years 2009 through 2013. 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 

[The information follows:] 


MI FA Appropriations* 
(Millions) 



2009 

2010 

2011 

2012 

2013 

Competitive 

$483 

$550 

$530 

$522 

$390 

Capacity /Formula 

682 

708 

732 

732 

676 

Other Capacity and Infrastructure 

218 

239 

90 

92 

90 

Endowment Funds** 

(12) 

(12) 

(12) 

(12) 

(12) 

Total*** 

1,383 

1,497 

1,352 

1,346 

1, 156 


*Includes mandatory and discretionary funds. 

**Endowment Funds - these appropriated funds are invested. 

***Includes estimated interest on Tribal College Endowment Funds. 

Competitive Awards to 1890 Institutions 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide for the record a list of all competitive 
research, education and integrated grants received by 1890 institutions for 
fiscal years 2008 through 2013. Include the award amount and purpose of the 
grant . 


Response: The information is submitted for the record. 

[The information follows:] 


Purpose 

Recipient 

Amount 

FY 2008 



Cumulative Effects of Drought and Urbanization 
on the Flint River Watershed Ecosystem: 

Integrated Research, Education, and Extension 

Alabama A & M 
University 

$521,222 

Community Outreach for Small and Limited 

Resource Farmers and Ranchers 

Alabama A f< M 
University 

300, 000 

On-line Dual Credit Partnerships and Recruiting 
for 21st Century Professionals in Food and 
Agricultural Science 

Alabama A & M 
University 

199, 592 

Advancing Food Science in Pre- and Post 

Secondary Education 

Alabama A & M 
University 

199, 628 

Strengthening the Preparation of 

Underrepresented Minorities for Entrance into 
Family and Consumer Sciences Professions 

Alabama A & M 
University 

195, 340 

Enhancement of Student Participation and Career 
Development in Nanobiotechnology 

Alabama A & M 
University 

197, 906 

Small Farm Outreach Training and Technical 
Assistance Project 

Alcorn State 
University 

299, 331 

Development of Virus Resistant Sweet Potato 
Varieties through Biotechnology Approach 

Alcorn State 
University 

292, 076 
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Purpose 

Recipient 

Amount 

NET: Dev., Implementation and Evaluation of 
Educational Program for Promoting Healthy- 
Eating Choices and Preventing Weight Gain in 
Adolescents 

Delaware State 
University 

50, 000 

Persistence of Enteric Viruses in Oysters 
(Crassostrea virginica) 

Delaware State 
University 

100, 000 

Efficient Production of Ethanol from Transgenic 
Self -Processing Cassava (Manihot esculenta 

Crantz) Plants 

Delaware State 
University 

99, 992 

From the Farm to the Runway 

Delaware State 
University 

299, 512 

Curriculum and Outreach Materials Development 
for Plant Science 

Delaware State 
University 

184,386 

Use of Legume Comparative Genomics for 
Understanding Common Bean Rust Resistance 

Delaware State 
University 

299, 901 

Providing Socially Disadvantage Minority 

Farmers with Technical Training to Produce, 
Value-Added and Market Alternative/Specialty 
Crops 

Florida A&M 
University 

299,835 

Characterization of Organic Matter in Forest 

Fire for Emission Factors Assessment and Source 
Tracing 

Florida A&M 
University 

251, 960 

A Collaborative Effort To Increase Minorities 

In Graduate Environmental Sciences Education 

Florida A&M 
University 

198,749 

Development of a Regulatory Plant Science 
Curriculum at Florida A&M University 

Florida A&M 
University 

199,754 

The Development of A Raspberry Genetic 
Improvement Program 

Florida A&M 
University 

299, 782 

Developing a Prototype Digital Commodity-Based 
Identification Resource for Pests: A Model 

Using Cultivated Palms 

Florida A&M 
University 

299, 996 

Scutellaria as a medicinal crop: 

Cryopreservation, hairy root culture, organic 
farming and anticancer activity 

Fort Valley 

State University 

434,258 

Integrated Approaches to Improving Ethanol 
Production from Pearl Millet a Crop for 

Marginal Lands 

Fort Valley 

State University 

499, 966 

Mentoring for Academic Success: An Approach for 
Recruiting and Retaining Minority Family and 
Consumer Sciences Majors at KSU 

Kentucky State 
University 

200, 000 

Creation of Summer Educational Opportunities in 
Biotechnology to Recruit Students and Enhance 
STEM Areas at Kentucky State University 

Kentucky State 
University 

199,293 

Development of a Master' s in Environmental 
Studies Degree Program & Graduate Student 
Recruitment & Retention at Kentucky State 
University 

Kentucky State 
University 

200,000 

Establishing a Pilot Tannery and Capability for 
Goat Leather Research at Langston University 

Langston 

University 

300,000 

Boer Goat Selection for Residual Feed Intake 

Langston 

University 

300,000 

Using Experiential Learning in Natural 

Resources to Mentor Students' Professional 
Development 

Lincoln 

University 

199,433 
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Purpose 

Recipient 

Amount 

Nano-Biotechnology 

Lincoln 

University 

193,728 

Reducing Arsenic Uptake by Domestic Rice Plants 

Lincoln 

University 

467,435 

Recruitment and Retention Strategies for 
Educating Students for Successful Careers in 
Agribusiness 

North Carolina A 
& T State 
University 

255,746 

Interdisciplinary Project-based Course Modules 
Development and Incorporation to improve the 
Earth Science Program and Student Recruitment 

North Carolina A 
& T State 
University 

199,322 

An Integrated Process for Production of Ethanol 
and Bio-based Products from Lignocellulosic 
Biomass 

North Carolina A 
& T State 
University 

499, 272 

Upgrading and Equipping Animal Science 
Instructional Laboratory 

Prairie View A & 

M University 

199, 996 

Project "PAW PALS": A Campus Wellness Program 

Prairie View A & 

M University 

157, 698 

Recruitment and Training of Under-represented 
Minorities into Agribusiness Careers 

South Carolina 
State University 

199, 653 

Enhancing the Teaching Capacity of Urban 

Forestry Program at Southern University and A&M 
College 

Southern 

University 

199, 650 

Salvaging Craw-Crab Offal in Organic Production 
Systems {SCOOPS) 

Southern 

University 

269, 685 

Adaptability, Flavonoid Properties and Value 
Addition of Hibiscus sabdariffa 

Southern 

University 

450,000 

Application of Nanotechnology in Forest Health 
Management 

Southern 

University 

448,877 

Training in the Areas of Conservation and 
Environmental Stewardship, Farm Safety, Bio- 
security Issues, and Financial and Risk 
Management 

Tennessee State 
University 

300, 000 

Training in Information Technologies to Enhance 
Agricultural Instruction, Research and Outreach 

Tennessee State 
University 

200, 000 

A Genomic and Proteomic Search for Segregating 
Adipose Genes in Broilers 

Tennessee State 
University 

291, 990 

Developing Pigeonpea as a Viable Cash Crop on 
Small Farms 

Tennessee State 
University 

500,000 

Small Farm Training and Technical Assistance 
Project 

Tuskegee 

University 

300, 000 

Tuskegee University Undergraduate Program in 
Public Health Nutrition (UPPHN) 

Tuskegee 

University 

200, 000 

Interdisciplinary Experiential Natural Resource 
Learning Opportunities 

Tuskegee 

University 

200,000 

Biosensor for Rapid, Sensitive and Specific 
Detection of Avian Influenza Virus H5N1 

University of 
Arkansas 

375,000 

Training and Technical Assistance for Socially 
Disadvantaged Farmers in Central and Southwest 
Arkansas 

University of 
Arkansas at Pine 
Bluff 

300, 000 

Development of Drought Tolerant Sweet Potato 
for Hot-Humid Southeast Arkansas and North 
Mississippi and Transfer of Technology to 

Farmers 

University of 
Arkansas at Pine 
Bluff 

100,000 

Identification, Assessment, and Delivery of 

Food Safety Education and Training for Food 

University of 
Arkansas at Pine 

100,000 
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Purpose 

Recipient 

Amount 

Service Institutions in the Mississippi Delta 

Bluff 


Establishment of a Modern Educational 
Laboratories in Integrative Physiology Fishes 

University of 
Arkansas at Pine 
Bluff 

48,720 

Enhancing Ichthyology Training, Teaching, and 
Museum Collections 

University of 
Arkansas at Pine 
Bluff 

199,041 

Increasing the Number of Minority Food 

Inspectors through Mentoring and Career- 
Oriented Experiential Learning at the 

University of Arkansas 

University of 
Arkansas at Pine 
Bluff 

194,181 

Enhancing New Fashion Merchandising Faculty 
Expertise for Quality Curriculum Development 

University of 
Maryland Eastern 
Shore 

50,000 

Strengthening the International Capacity of 
University of Maryland Eastern Shore Students 
and Faculty: A 3elize Field Experience 

University of 
Maryland Eastern 
Shore 

199, 926 

Identification and Characterization of 

Biological Control Agents for Lepidopterous 

Pest in Delmarva Ecosystem 

University of 
Maryland Eastern 
Shore 

92, 933 

Effect of management practices on alpaca fiber 
production 

Virginia State 
University 

498,886 




FY 2009 



Enhancing and Sustaining Profitability of 
Minority and Underserved Farmers and Ranchers 
in Alabama 

Alabama A & M 
University 

$300, 000 

Strengthening Soil Science Research and 

Training at 1890 Land-Grant Universities 

Alabama A & M 
University 

10, 000 

Technical Assistance and Outreach for Socially 
Disadvantaged Farmers in Delaware 

Delaware State 
University 

299,908 

Evaluate the health benefit of Njansa Oil Seed 
through its effect on Expression genes involve 
Lipid Biosynthesis in Hen. 

Delaware State 
University 

99, 993 

New and Beginning Farmer Training Program 

Florida A & M 
University 

225,079 

Landowner Initiative for Forestry Education 
(LIFE) 

Fort Valley 

State University 

300, 000 

Assisting Soc. Disadv. Farmers Who Grow 
Vegetables to Improve their Prod., business and 
Marketing Practices to Insure a Safer Food 

Supply 

Kentucky State 
University 

300,000 

Mobilizing Against Threats to Small Producers 
(MATS) 

Langston 

University 

300, 000 

Financial Management Assistance to Small 
Producers (FiMASP) 

Langston 

University 

300,000 

Viability of Beginning Farmers and Ranchers 
Project (ViBEF) 

Langston 

University 

525,000 

Empowering Socially Disadvantaged Farmers and 
Ranchers in Missouri with Sustainable 

Agriculture Techniques and Appropriate USDA 
Outreach Pro 

Lincoln 

University 

300,000 

Responding to the Needs of Socially 

Disadvantaged Livestock Producers 

North Carolina A 
& T State 
University 

300, 000 
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Purpose 

Recipient 

Amount 

Enhancing the Income of Small and Medium Sized 
Farms by Strategic Year-Round Production. 

North Carolina A 
& T State 
University 

100, 000 

Expansion of Ethanol Production: Evaluation of 
Costs and Benefits to Rural Communities in the 
Upper Mississippi River Basin 

North Carolina A 
& T State 
University 

608,240 

Farm Outreach Program 

Prairie View A & 

M University 

299, 972 

Partnership for Building Capacity of Socially 
Disadvantaged Farmers and Ranchers in South 
Carolina 

South Carolina 
State University 

300, 000 

Promoting Diversity in the Agribusiness 
Profession: Multicultural Scholars Program at 

SC State University 

South Carolina 
State University 

120,000 

Small Farmer Agricultural Leadership Institute 
- Class III 

Southern 

University 

300,000 

An Innovative Approach for Integrating Health 
Care Providers into Food Borne Illness 

Prevention for Older Adults 

Tennessee State 
University 

599, 868 

Introducing Commercial Meat Goat Production to 
Minority Farmers in Tennessee and Alabama 

Tennessee State 
University 

300,000 

Small Farm Outreach, Training and Technical 
Assistance Project 

Tuskegee 

University 

300,000 

Sustainable Development for Alabama’s Black 

Belt: Linking Socio-economic, Institutional, 
and Environmental Factors 

Tuskegee 

University 

100,000 

Using USDA Programs & Extension Practices to 

Help Socially Disadvantaged Producers Maintain 
their Farms 

University of 
Arkansas at Pine 

Bluff 

300,000 

Outreach and Assistance for Socially 
Disadvantaged Farmers and Ranchers 

University of 
Maryland Eastern 
Shore 

300, 000 

Small Farm Outreach and Technical Assistance 
for Socially Disadvantaged Farmers in Virginia 

Virginia State 
University 

299,880 

Virginia State University Multicultural 

Scholars Program (VSU-MSP) 

Virginia State 
University 

72,000 




FY 2010 



Academic Enhancement Program for Preparing 

Human Capital for 21st Century Careers 

Alabama A & M 
University 

$149, 977 

Enhancement of Minority Participation in 
Functional Food Product Development in Food 
Science Programs 

Alabama A & M 
University 

140, 851 

Community Planning Approaches for Strengthening 
Global and Local Food Systems Security 

Alabama A & M 
University 

CO 

Enhancement of Minority Student Participation 
in Food Safety 

Alabama A & M 
University 

140,848 

Entrepreneurship and Local Economic 

Development: An Education Program for 
Disadvantaged Communities 

Alabama A & M 
University 

598,515 

Interactive 3-D Game-Based Mobile Water 
Conservation Learning Lab 

Alabama A & M 
University 

299, 995 

Enhancing Experiential Education across the 
Animal Science Curriculum at Alcorn State 
University 

Alcorn State 
University 

149, 450 
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Purpose 

Recipient 

Amount 

Establishing an Advanced Plant Pathology course 
to strengthen agriculture related education at 
Alcorn State University 

Alcorn State 
University 

146,125 

Enhancing Global Perspectives Using 
Videoconferencing and Experiential Learning 

Alcorn State 
University 

149, 997 

Population monitoring and alternate control 
methods of vegetable insects 

Alcorn State 
University 

185, 475 

Developing an Agronomic Practice to Increase 
the Net Return from Sweet Potato 

Alcorn State 
University 

298,854 

Experiential Learning in Agriculture and 

Natural Resources at Delaware State University 

Delaware State 
University 

146,700 

Enhancing Geographic Information System 

Education and Delivery through Collaboration: 
Curricula Design, Faculty, Staff, and Student 
Training 

Delaware State 
University 

299, 996 

A geospatial teaching laboratory for student 
education 

Delaware State 
University 

140, 978 

Enhancing and Enriching the DSU Didactic 

Program in Dietetics 

Delaware State 
University 

149, 253 

Outreach-incorporated studies of reforestation 
and soil conservation on Delaware marginal land 

Delaware State 
University 

299,997 

Genetics to Control Parasites in Goats and 
Establishment of a Small Ruminant Parasitology 
Resource in Delaware 

Delaware State 
University 

199,628 

Addressing The Needs Of High-Risk Small Flock & 
Niche Market Poultry Flocks By Establishing The 
Center For Small Flock Res. & Innovation 

Delaware State 
University 

199,886 

Directing the Metabolic Flux Towards 
Overexpression of Flavonoid Nutraceuticals in 
Muscadinia Grape 

Florida A&M 
University 

125,000 

Computing Solutions for Enhanced Teaching and 
Learning in the Biological and Agricultural 
Systems Engineering Mobile Classroom 

Environment 

Florida A&M 
University 

149, 965 

Empowering the Students to Decisiveness - FAMU 
Summer Biotech Academy 

Florida A&M 
University 

149,719 

Establishment of Veterinary Technology Track: 
Cultivating Pre-vet . /Veterinary Tech. 
Professionals to Satisfy the Need of the 21st 
century 

Florida A&M 
University 

463,576 

Study Abroad: Achieving an International 
Perspective on Agriculture and Natural 

Resources in South Africa 

Florida A&M 
University 

300,000 

Surveying Human Subjects: A Teaching 

Application Using Environmental and Natural 
Resource Economics 

Florida A&M 
University 

149,227 

Genetical Enhancement Of American Native Grapes 
For Overexpression Of Flavonoid 

Nutraceuticals 

Florida A&M 
University 

299, 945 

Building Capacity of the Soil and Water 

Analysis Laboratory at Florida A&M University 

Florida A&M 
University 

290,460 

Strengthening Developmental Biology Research at 
FAMU to Enhance Muscadine Grape Berry Quality 
and Value-Added Characteristics 

Florida A&M 
University 

299, 999 

Biological Assessment of Headwater Streams in 

Florida A&M 

298,748 
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Purpose 

Recipient 

Amount 

Ravine Ecosystems of Northwest Florida 

University 


Towards Understanding Mechanisms of Host 
Resistance to Downy Mildew Disease of Grapevine 
(Vitis L. } 

Florida A & M 
University 

299,765 

CESTA Summer Youth Development Institute: (In 
Search of the Next George Washington Carver) 

Florida A & M 
University 

199,425 

FAMU Rural Youth Entrepreneurial Project 

Florida A & M 
University 

200,000 

Strengthening Food Technology Program at Fort 
Valley State University 

Fort Valley 

State University 

140, 639 

Enhancing Recruitment, Retention and Graduation 
of Underrepresented Minorities for Successful 
Professional Careers in Agricultural Economics 

Fort Valley 

State University 

149, 842 

Evaluation of In-Field Production of Ethanol 
from Sweet Sorghum 

Fort Valley 

State University 

299, 286 

Integrated Sustainable Aquaculture Research and 
Teaching for Rural Communities and their 
Economies 

Kentucky State 
University 

498,324 

Kentucky State University Center For Family 
Nutrition and Wellness Education 

Kentucky State 
University 

200, 000 

Management Education for Goat and Sheep 

Producers in a Bearish Economy 

Kentucky State 
University 

187, 914 

A Mobile Kitchen for Fruit and Vegetable 
Processing Training and Extension Initiatives 
for Pawpaw and Sorghum Syrup 

Kentucky State 
University 

300,000 

Undergraduate Research Experience in 
Agbiotechnology at Langston University 

Langston 

University 

149, 996 

Establishing A Langston University Testing 

Center For Electric Fence Modifications Of 

Cattle Barb Wire Fence For Goat Containment 

Langston 

University 

300,000 

Effects of Selected Nutritional Components on 
Immunity to Haemonchus in Goats 

Langston 

University 

299, 950 

Training Farmer Educators on Goat Mortality and 
Butcher Waste Composting, A Regional Approach 

Langston 

University 

279, 614 

Enhancing Production Capabilities of Socially 
Disadvantaged and Underserved Farmers via Low- 
Literacy Meat Goat Production Training 

Materials 

Langston 

University 

282, 000 

Urban AG Connections: An Integrated Model for 
Implementing School-Based Urban Agriculture, 
Nutrition Education and Farm-to-School Programs 

Langston 

University 

600, 000 

Attracting Minority Students to Environmental 
Science 

Lincoln 

University 

140,617 

Tracking Dissolved Organic Nitrogen in 
Terrestrial Aquatic Systems Using Fluorescence 
EEM Spectroscopy 

Lincoln 

University 

499, 369 

Microalgae-Based Biofuels and Bioproducts 

Lincoln 

University 

499, 984 

Gardening as a Therapy to Improve Physical and 
Mental Health 

Lincoln 

University 

562,943 

Enhancing Communication, Design, and Critical 
Thinking Skills of Students through Problem 
Solving and GIS Applications in Natural 

Resources 

North Carolina A 

& T State 
University 

149, 977 

Development of integrated food protection and 

North Carolina A 

138,755 




559 


Purpose 

Recipient 

Amount 

defense education and extension program for 
students and professionals in 1890 universities 

& T State 
University 


Developing a Global Campus for School of 
Agriculture and Environmental Sciences 

North Carolina A 
& T State 
University 

140,188 

Preparing Undergraduate and SET 4-H Students 
for the Global Workplace Through Enhanced 
Technology 

North Carolina A 

& T State 
University 

300,000 

Promoting Healthy Lifestyles through Smart 
Kitchen-Laboratory Design 

North Carolina A 
& T State 
University 

149, 997 

Permaculture Laboratory for Teaching and 
Recruiting Agriculture Majors 

North Carolina A 
& T State 
University 

149, 999 

Food and agricultural byproduct-based biochars 
for enhanced soil fertility and long term 
carbon sequestration 

North Carolina A 
& T State 
University 

299, 986 

A Reactive Distillation Process for Upgrading 
Bio-oil to Transportation Fuels and Bioplastics 

North Carolina A 
& T State 
University 

388,844 

Integrated Research and Outreach Intervention 
to Prepare Small Scale Produce Farmers in NC 
for Upcoming Traceability Requirements 

North Carolina A 
& T State 
University 

292,319 

Interdisciplinary Ph.D. Program in Food and 
Bioprocess Technologies for Training of Future 
Minority Faculty 

North Carolina A 

& T State 
University 

150,000 

Engaging Limited Resource Small Farmers and 
Woodland Owners to Promote Best Agroforestry 
Technologies in North Carolina 

North Carolina A 
& T State 
University 

193,307 

Developing Sustainable Pasture Based Livestock 
Extension Educational Tools for Integrated Use 

North Carolina A 
& T State 
University 

282,000 

Developing Globally Agricultural Ready Scholars 
for the 21st Century 

North Carolina A 

& T State 
University 

150, 000 

Agricultural Systems Engineering - Fellowship 
Program 

North Carolina A 
& T State 
University 

118,000 

Acquiring Laboratory Instrumentation for Food 
Education {A LIFE) 

Prairie View A & 

M University 

140, 632 

Establishment of an Agricultural Robotics Lab 
at Prairie View A&M University 

Prairie View A & 

M University 

276,299 

Project Jumpstart 

Prairie View A & 

M University 

141,000 

Artificial Cellulose Type Catalysts for 
Cellulosic-Ethanol Process 

Prairie View A & 

M University 

300, 000 

Reduction of Escherichia coli 0157 :H7 in Small- 
Scale Cow/Calf Operations using Best Management 
Practices 

Southern 

University 

1,077, 639 

Utilizing E-Learning to Enhance Preparation of 
Food and Nutrition Graduates 

Southern 

University 

150,000 

Global Food and Agricultural Challenges: 
Strategies for Recruiting and Training Students 
in the Food and Agricultural Sciences 

Southern 

University 

150, 000 

Building Capacity and Enhancing Economic 

Southern 

140, 890 




560 


Purpose 

Recipient 

Amount 

Development Through Experiential Leaning in 

AMTX 

University 


Strengthening Teaching and Learning in Urban 
Forestry through Climate Change Education 

Southern 

University 

299,836 

Graduate Education and Training in Global Food 
Security and Agricultural Bio-Security 

Southern 

University 

293, 600 

Integrating Bio-energy Science and Technology 
into Agricultural Education at Southern 
University and A&M 

Southern 

University 

298,794 

Quantifying the Responses of Urban Tree Species 
to Elevated C02 and Flooding 

Southern 

University 

299, 947 

Ultraviolet-B Radiation Protection Strategies 
in Selected Southern Trees 

Southern 

University 

299, 510 

Southern University Childhood Obesity 

Prevention Study 

Southern 

University 

299, 503 

Preparing Families for Future Health and Wealth 
Challenges 

Southern 

University 

264,733 

Academy for the Academic Enhancement of High 
School Students in the Food and Agricultural 
Sciences 

Southern 

University 

199, 684 

Strategies to Improve Farm and Business 
Efficiency Through Integrated Communications 

Southern 

University 

185,323 

Characterization of Root Proteomes for Drought 
and Salt Tolerance in Wild Tomato Species 

Tennessee State 
University 

124,552 

Bringing Sustainable Environmental Consumer 
Practices to the Community and the Classroom 
through Development and Implementation of 
Learning 

Tennessee State 
University 

149,774 

Building Capacity in Graduate Agricultural and 
Extension Education: Curriculum and 

Instructional Delivery through Integration of 
Technology 

Tennessee State 
University 

149,301 

Building Capacity of Youth - Active and Media 
Savvy 

Tennessee State 
University 

599, 992 

Proteomic Analysis of Campylobacter Surface 
Antigens for Developing an Innovative 
Fingerprinting Scheme 

Tennessee State 
University 

299, 998 

Development of Biological based IPM for Powdery 
Mildew in Flowering Dogwood 

Tennessee State 
University 

299, 981 

A Molecular Model for Tolerance to Toxic Metal 
Ions in Plants 

Tennessee State 
University 

299, 992 

Characterization of Novel Hydrolytic Enzymes 
for Improving Conversion Efficiency of 
Liqnocellulosic Biomass into Ethanol 

Tennessee State 
University 

299, 999 

Developing And Evaluating Sustainable 

Production of Eastern Gamagrass as 

Complementary Bioenergy Feedstock to 

Switchgrass 

Tennessee State 
University 

423,287 

Water Smart: Watershed Academy for County 

Agents in Tennessee 

Tennessee State 
University 

188,000 

Alternatives to Conventional Pesticide in 

Disease and Pest Management in Nursery 

Production System 

Tennessee State 
University 

199, 997 

Nashville Children Eating Well for Health 

Tennessee State 
University 

860,000 




561 


Purpose 

Recipient 

Amount 

Enhancing the Viability and Sustainability of 
Beginning Farmers and Ranchers through 
Collaboration, Mentoring and Whole Farm 

Planning 

Tuskegee 

University 

675,750 

Strengthening Faculty and Students? Global 
Competence and Experiential Learning in 
Agriculture, Natural Resource Management and 
Conservation 

Tuskegee 

University 

300,000 

Portable Distance Leaning Utility and 
International Veterinary Outreach 

Tuskegee 

University 

137,573 

Establishing an Integrated Program in Aquatic 
Animal Health at Tuskegee University 

Tuskegee 

University 

557,353 

Nucleotide Binding Site (NBS) Profiling of 
Resistance Gene Analogs in the Sweet Potato 

Trans criptome 

Tuskegee 

University 

499, 564 

Evaluation of Tillage Practices on Soil Quality 
and Carbon Seq. Using Selected Soil Enzyme 
Activities and Measure of Soil Microbial 
Diversity 

Tuskegee 

University 

282,000 

Development of Silvopasture Systems Involving 
Meat Goats Under Pine Plantation 

Tuskegee 

University 

476,577 

Enhancing Capacity of Tuskegee University to 
Conduct Water Quality Extension Educational 
Programs 

Tuskegee 

University 

300,000 

Building the Capacity of Program Delivery By 
Volunteer Youth Extension Paraprofessionals for 
Childhood Obesity Prevention Programs 

Tuskegee 

University 

300,000 

Career Awareness, Planning, and Leadership 
Development to Enhance Recruitment and 

Retention of Minority Students 

University of 
Arkansas at Pine 
Bluff 

149,682 

Career Awareness and Opportunities in the 
Agriculture, Environment and Life Sciences 

University of 
Arkansas at Pine 
Bluff 

299, 871 

Biochemical and Genetic Techniques to Advance 
Research in Lipid Metabolism and Nutrition of 
Channel Catfish and Largemouth Bass 

University of 
Arkansas at Pine 
Bluff 

281, 630 

Terminator-less Transgene Constructs for 
Efficient Gene Silencing in Crop Plants 

University of 
Arkansas at Pine 
Bluff 

500, 000 

Collection and Evaluation of Ornamental, 

Flowering and Nursery plants for adaptation in 
the lower Mississippi Delta Region 

University of 
Arkansas at Pine 
Bluff 

1.73,568 

Building Curriculum and Experiential Learning 
in Sustainable Agriculture to Enhance Students' 
Communication and Problem-Solving Skills 

University of 
Maryland Eastern 
Shore 

149, 997 

Bio-Fuels, Sustainability, and Geospatial 
Information Technologies to Enhance 

Experiential Learning Paradigm for Precision 
Agriculture Project 

University of 
Maryland Eastern 
Shore 

150,000 

Enhancing Undergraduate Research & Experiential 
Learning in Human Sciences, Family & Consumer 
Sciences, & Human Ecology 

University of 
Maryland Eastern 
Shore 

148,892 

Increasing Capacity to Attract, Retain & 

Graduate Underrepresented Minorities in Low 
Enrollment Programs in Human Ecology 

University of 
Maryland Eastern 
Shore 

149, 897 




562 


Purpose 

Recipient 

Amount 

Evaluation Of Practical Post-Harvest Mitigation 
Strategies To Reduce The Abundance Of Vibrio 
Bacteria In Molluscan Shellfish 

University of 
Maryland Eastern 
Shore 

499, 895 

Watershed Level Examination of Urea Use as 
Fertilizer and the Production of the Biotoxin 
Domoic Acid 

University of 
Maryland Eastern 
Shore 

499, 938 

Food Safety Risks For Leafy Greens And Tomatoes 

University of 
Maryland Eastern 
Shore 

499, 999 

Enhancing Cowpea Production in the Delmarva 
Region to Increase Bio-Diversity and Food 
Security 

University of 
Maryland Eastern 
Shore 

299, 999 

Characterizing Certain Grass Plants and Forage 
Soybean Genotypes as Sources of Biofuel and 
their Potential for Phosphorus 

Hyperaccumulation . 

University of 
Maryland Eastern 
Shore 

300,000 

Development of a Dry Poultry Litter 

Incorporation Technology to Protect Air and 

Water Quality 

University of 
Maryland Eastern 
Shore 

599, 980 

Head Start: Jump Start on Healthy Lifestyle 
Program in Somerset County, Maryland 

University of 
Maryland Eastern 
Shore 

200,000 

Anti-diabetic Properties of Grape Pomace 

Virginia State 
University 

287,415 

Evaluation of Stinging Nettle (Urtica dioica 

L.) Nutrient Recovery from Manure Impacted Soils 

Virginia State 
University 

299, 115 

Establishing 1890s Land Grant Universities 

Water Center 

Virginia State 
University 

564,000 

High Tunnel Raspberry Production - An 

Alternative Enterprise for Small Growers in 
Virginia 

Virginia State 
University 

179, 167 

Implementing Metagenomic-Enabled Systems 

Analysis to Engineer Energy Thresholds and 
Resilience in Microbial Bioenergy Communities. 

West Virginia 

State University 

564,000 




FY 2011 



Trends and Emerging Issues in Soil Microbial 
Ecology: Challenges and Opportunities 

Alabama A&M 
University 

$10, 000 

Enhancing Agribusiness Curriculum and 

Increasing Student Experiential Learning 

Through Global Internships 

Alabama A&M 
University 

150,000 

Enhancing Recruitment and Retention in Animal 
Science to Build Capacity in Pre-Veterinary 
Medicine at AAMU 

Alabama A&M 
University 

149, 916 

Building Abilities of Students, Faculty and 
Alabama ASM University through Workshops in 

Food & Animal Science 

Alabama A&M 
University 

148,231 

Urbanization and Loss of Prime Agricultural 

Land in North Alabama region: A Remote Sensing 
and Geographic Information System-Based Study 

Alabama A&M 
University 

500, 000 

Strengthening the Small Ruminant Extension 
Program at Alabama A&M University 

Alabama A&M 
University 

223, 068 

Comprehensive Entrepreneurship Extension Team 
Project 

Alabama A&M 
University 

348,106 

Strategies to Expand Canola Acreage in the 

Alabama A&M 

140, 081 




563 


Purpose 

Recipient 

Amount 

Southern United States 

University 


An In-Depth IPM and Environmental Education for 
Limited-Resource Farmers in Rural Mississippi 

Alcorn State 
University 

249,860 

Real-time PCR Viability Assay for Vibrio and 
Total Bacteria in Seafood and Water 

Delaware State 
University 

299, 998 

Developing Novel Bioenergy Crops By 

Simultaneous Expression Of Hyperthermophilic 
Starch-Hydrolyzing Enzymes In Transgenic 

Cassava Tubers 

Delaware State 
University 

279, 974 

Establishment of a Mobile Meat Processing Lab 
(MMPL) at Delaware State University 

Delaware State 
University 

247,884 

Enhancing Graduate Student Recruitment and 
Retention in Soil and Water Science at Florida 
A&M University 

Florida A & M 
University 

149, 673 

Developing a Decision Support Interface System 
for Selection and Implementation of 

Agricultural Best Management Practices in 

Florida 

Florida A & M 
University 

599, 795 

Biological Control of Honey Bee Pests in 

Florida: Enhancement of Market Competitiveness 

Florida A & M 
University 

298,133 

Cost-Effective Pathogen Reduction Strategies 
and Food Safety Training for Small and Very 

Small Meat Processors in Georgia 

Fort Valley 

State University 

100,000 

Carbon Sequestration and Nitrogen Cycling for 
Green House Gas Mitigation by Southeastern US 
Annual and Perennial Energy Crops 

Fort Valley 

State University 

170, 968 

Strengthening Animal Science Undergraduate and 
Graduate Instruction by Upgrading the 
Laboratories to Teach Animal Biotechnology 

Fort Valley 

State University 

149,891 

Germplasm Conservation, Anti-adipocytic and 
Anticancer Activity, and Metabolic Engineering 
in the Genus Scutellaria 

Fort Valley 

State University 

455,589 

Development of a Baccalaureate Degree Program 
in Agriculture, Food, and Environment and 
Supporting Research Opportunities at Kentucky 
State 

Kentucky State 
University 

598,360 

Health Benefits and Chemopreventitive 

Properties of Two Native Teas 

Kentucky State 
University 

299, 993 

Developing A Natural Pesticide Formulation For 
Organic Growers 

Kentucky State 
University 

292,772 

4-H Youth Development: An Afterschool Mentoring 
Program For At-Risk Youth 

Kentucky State 
University 

250, 000 

A Multifaceted University/School/Food Industry 
Collaborative for Reducing Urban Childhood 
Obesity 

Langston 

University 

600,000 

Extension Education Delivery Tools for Dairy 

Goat Producers: A Web-Based Certification 

Program and E-book 

Langston 

University 

350,000 

Lincoln University Natural Resource Program 
Development, Recruitment, and Retention 

Lincoln 

University 

127,832 

Silver Nanoparticles as Pesticide for 
Agricultural Applications 

Lincoln 

University 

425,243 

Novel Escherichia Coii Genetic Markers for 

Water Safety 

Lincoln 

University 

428, 818 

Developing a Behaviorally-Based, Sustainable 

Lincoln 

255,214 




564 


Purpose 

Recipient 

Amount 

Integrated Pest Management Push-Pull Strategy 
for Cucumber Beetles in Missouri 

University 


Hydrologic Processes Controlling Stream Water 
Quality in a Missouri Claypan Watershed 

Lincoln 

University 

306, 237 

Evaluating the Performance and Grazing Behavior 
of Meat Goats in the Development of a Field 
Station in Missouri Woodlands 

Lincoln 

University 

278,468 

Development of Aquaculture Integrated Pest 
Management Training for Missouri Stakeholders 

Lincoln 

University 

14,837 

Dietary E’lavonoids as Reactive Carbonyl 
Scavengers to Prevent the Formation of Advanced 
Glycation End Products 

North Carolina A 
& T State 
University 

143,375 

Post-Harvest Processing of Peanut and Wheat 
Products to Reduce Inherent Allergens 

North Carolina A 
& T State 
University 

499, 980 

Successful Small-Scale Enterprise Endeavors 

North Carolina A 
& T State 
University 

570, 254 

Proteomics Instrumentation Meets Education 
{PrIME) at North Carolina A&T State University 

North Carolina A 
& T State 
University 

149, 910 

Educating Healthy Children: A Gardening 
Education and Nutrition Curriculum 

North Carolina A 
& T State 
University 

147,401 

Expanding Access to Family and Consumer 

Sciences Studies: Developing an On-line FCS 
Master's Program 

North Carolina A 

& T State 
University 

148, 428 

Carnosic Acid Enriched Rosemary Extract and its 
Active Components Reduce Weight Gain and Type 2 
Diabetes 

North Carolina A 

& T State 
University 

300, 000 

An Investigation of Grape Pomace as A Potential 
Functional Food Ingredient For Obesity 

Prevention and Weight Control 

North Carolina A 
& T State 
University 

291,716 

Remediation of Contaminated Soils and Water and 
Swine Manure Odor Reduction using Zero Valent 
Nano Iron Particles 

North Carolina A 

& T State 
University 

299, 928 

Enhancing Experiential Experiences in Nutrition 
and Health 

Prairie View A & 

M University 

149, 999 

Enhancing the Education of Marriage and Family 
Graduates in the Electronic Age 

Prairie View A & 

M University 

149, 792 

Hydrologic Influences on Soil Organic Carbon 

Loss Monitoring Using Stable Isotopes 

Prairie View A & 

M University 

499, 999 

Integrating Sustainability into Urban Forestry 
and Agricultural Education at Southern 

University 

Southern 

University 

300, 000 

Combating Childhood Obesity with Caregivers as 
Change Agents 

Southern 

University 

279,354 

Sustainable Forage Management Practices through 
Intensive Sequential Grazing System for Cattle 
and Goat production 

Southern 

University 

287,005 

Developing Biofuels from Sustainable 

Alternative Non-Food Feedstocks in Louisiana 

Southern 

University 

490,128 

Building Opportunities through Leadership 
Development 

Southern 

University 

122,292 

An Integrated Approach to control Methicillin- 

Tennessee State 

100, 000 




565 


Purpose 

Recipient 

Amount 

Resistant Staphylococcus aureus and Clostridium 
difficile from Limited Resource Poultry 

University 


Nashville Children Eating Well for Health 

Tennessee State 
University 

927,488 

Establishing a Professional Sci Master's 

Program to Develop Future Biotechnology 

Workforce with Business Skills for Sustainable 
Agriculture 

Tennessee State 
University 

227,801 

Integrated evaluation of genetic variations in 
broiler chickens 

Tennessee State 
University 

227,788 

Enhancing the Viability of Undeserved Small 

Farms and Rural Communities Using Emerging 
Network Science 

Tennessee State 
University 

455, 169 

Identifying Food Safety Risk Factors and 
Educational Strategies for Consumers Purchasing 
Seafood and Meat Products Online 

Tennessee State 
University 

455, 506 

Improving Nitrogen and Water Use Efficiency to 
Reduce Greenhouse Gases Emission in Corn 
Croplands 

Tennessee State 
University 

299, 974 

American Ginseng and Childhood Obesity: the 
Effects and Mechanisms in Mice and 

Preadipocytes 

Tennessee State 
University 

227,754 

Foodborne Pathogens Detection and Education to 
Support Sustainable Agriculture for Small Scale 
Producers 

Tuskegee 

University 

100, 000 

Organic Farming Planning Proposal for Research 
and Extension in Alabama 

Tuskegee 

University 

49, 886 

Genetic and Molecular Characterization of 
Phospholipid Biosynthetic Pathways as Drug 
Targets in the Livestock Parasite Haemonchus 
contort us 

Tuskegee 

University 

299, 999 

Increasing Adoption of Organic Farming 

Practices in Alabama through Teaching and 
Educational Extension Activities 

Tuskegee 

University 

600, 000 

Increasing Adoption of Organic Farming 

Practices in Alabama through Teaching and 
Educational Extension Activities 

Tuskegee 

University 

600,000 

Graduate Training in Food Safety and Human 
Nutrition: An Approach that Integrates 
Diagnostics, Nutrition and Risk Analysis. 

Tuskegee 

University 

219, 500 

Shelf-Life Extension and Quality Enhancement of 
Chevon Products 

University of 
Arkansas at Pine 
Bluff 

150,000 

Food and Agricultural Sciences: Preparing 

Future Graduate Students 

University of 
Maryland Eastern 
Shore 

300, 000 

Management of Unwanted Vegetation Using Small 
Ruminants (Sheep and Goats) in Tree Farms and 
Recreational Areas on Delmarva. 

University of 
Maryland Eastern 
Shore 

249, 869 

Family FARMS Extension Capacity Building 

University of 
Maryland Eastern 
Shore 

199, 320 

Integration of Nanotechnology Education into 
the Agriculture-STEM (A-STEM) Undergraduate 
Curriculum 

Virginia State 
University 

150, 000 




566 


Purpose 

Recipient 

Amount 

Climate Change and Adaptation: Curriculum 

Design, International Experiences for Students 
and Faculty in Australia, and Precollege 
Awareness 

Virginia State 
University 

300,000 

Preparing Underrepresented Minorities For 

Careers in Agricultural Sciences through Summer 
Enhancement Programs 

Virginia State 
University 

149, 345 

Breeding Tepary Bean for Drought Tolerance, 

Yield, and Nutritional Quality 

Virginia State 
University 

297,241 

S. Pennellii, a Potential Feedstock for Bio- 
Gasoline Production 

Virginia State 
University 

368, 434 

Reinforcing Skills and Building Infrastructure 
for Production, Handling, Processing, and 
Distribution of Vegetable Soybean (Edamame) 

Virginia State 
University 

49, 280 

Sponsoring the 16th Biennial Research Symposium 
of the Association of 1890 Research Directors 

West Virginia 

State University 

50,000 

Assoc, of Gene Expression Profiles of Oxidative 
Phosphorylation and Nutrient Eff., Growth and 
Dev. in Different Life Stages of Rainbow Trout 

West Virginia 

State University 

295, 663 

4-H Family Growth 

West Virginia 

State University 

246,158 




FY 2012 



Silvopasture Systems for Increasing 

Productivity, Profitability, and Sustainability 
on Small and Medium-Sized Farms in the 

Southeast USA 

Alabama A & M 
University 

$498,000 

Farm Incubator Educational Training Program and 
Web-based Resource Center for Beginning Farmers 
and Ranchers 

Alabama A & M 
University 

675,491 

Strengthening the Education Pipeline for 

Minority Wildlife Students using Experiential 
Learning, Mentoring, and Assessment of Student 
Learning 

Alabama A & M 
University 

299, 165 

Nanotechnology Application in the Food 
Engineering Curriculum 

Alabama A & M 
University 

297,948 

Building Global Engagements to Enhance Faculty 
& Student's Professional Development & Career 
Opportunities in Aqricuiture ' s Challenge Areas 

Alabama A & M 
University 

299, 999 

Capacity Building for Sustainable Local Food 
Systems Planning in North Alabama through 
Science, Technology, Innovation and Synergistic 
Part 

Alabama A & M 
University 

299, 680 

Successful Aging Initiative: Community Based 
Education to Promote Health and Asset 

Management for Alabama's Older Adults 

Alabama A & M 
University 

248,430 

Addressing Critical and Emerging Safety Issues 
in Human, Animal and Environmental Health 

Through Extension Outreach 

Alabama A & M 
University 

249, 437 

Increasing Experiential Learning Opportunities 
in Rural Development and Food Security Programs 
and Projects 

Alcorn State 
University 

149, 965 

Development and Evaluation of Purslane as 
Functional Feed for Production of Omega-3 

Healthy Pork 

Alcorn State 
University 

491,416 




567 


Purpose 

Recipient 

Amount 

Exploring Melon Genetic Diversity to Breed 

Novel Morphotypes for Dissemination into Small 
Farms Through a Participatory Selection 

Approach 

Alcorn State 
University 

498, 645 

Enhancing Sustainable Vegetable Production, 
Marketing and Management for Small Farm 

Families 

Alcorn State 
University 

245, 677 

Development of Probiotics and Quantitative 

Assay for Salmonella and Campylobacter in 

Poultry 

Delaware State 
University 

149, 874 

Integrating Agricultural and Cultural 

Experiences in Student Training: A Study Abroad 
Program to Ghana 

Delaware State 
University 

299, 975 

On-farm Training Program for Students from Non- 
farm Backgrounds 

Delaware State 
University 

149,000 

Developing Novel Bioenergy Crops By 

Simultaneous Expression Of Hyperthermophilic 
Starch-Hydrolyzing Enzymes In Transgenic 

Cassava Tubers 

Delaware State 
University 

20, 000 

Increasing Horticulture Based Outreach and 
Extension Program Activities by Delaware 
Cooperative Extension. 

Delaware State 
University 

247, 230 

An Integrative Transcriptome, Proteome and 
Metabolome Approach for Better Understanding 
Plant - Pathogen Interactions in Grape 

Florida A & M 
University 

268, 961 

Building Capacity for Clean Plant Diagnostic of 
Grape & Small Fruits at FAMU to Enhance 

Research & Extension in Florida & Southeastern 

US 

Florida A & M 
University 

299,744 

Enhancing the Capacity of Urban Agriculture in 
North Florida Using Best Management of Farming 
Practices 

Florida A & M 
University 

348, 371 

Reaching a New Generation of Agro-Entrepreneurs 
Through Enhanced Program Delivery Strategies 

Florida A & M 
University 

250, 000 

Youth Development Summer Inst. Phase II: 
Enhancement of Research & Ext. Learning Labs 
(RELL), In Search of Next George Washington 
Carver 

Florida A & M 
University 

199, 991 

Carbon Sequestration and Nitrogen Cycling for 
Green House Gas Mitigation by Southeastern US 
Annual and Perennial Energy Crops 

Fort Valley 

State University 

800,000 

Project Georgia Residential Energy Efficiency 
Network (GREEN) 

Fort Valley 

State University 

249, 015 

Multicultural Scholars in Agricultural 

Economics: Enhancing Food ana Agriculture 
Diversity 

Fort Valley 

State University 

160, 000 

Farming for Cash: An Apprenticeship Program for 
Kentucky's Beginning Limited-Resource and 
Small-Scale Farmers 

Kentucky State 
University 

525 , 646 

Development of an Apiculture Course Designed to 
Broaden the Student Experience 

Kentucky State 
University 

149, 490 

Kentucky State University Nutritional Sciences 
Option for the Agriculture, Food, and 

Environment Degree 

Kentucky State 
University 

150, 000 

Integrated Approach for Sustainable Aquaculture 

Kentucky State 

599, 751 




568 


Purpose 

Recipient 

Amount 

and Agriculture Production with the Use of 
Reclaimed Water from Rural Communities 

University 


Screening the USDA Capsicum Germplasm 

Collection for Antioxidants and Heavy Metals 
Bioaccumulation 

Kentucky State 
University 

299,373 

A Working Spanish Language Education Program 
for Cooperative Extension Personnel 

Langston 

University 

145,304 

Sustainable Small Ruminant Production Through 
Selection for Resistance to Internal Parasites 

Langston 

University 

600, 000 

Mentoring Students in Natural Resources to Meet 
the Triple Challenge of Managing Invasive 

Species and Rare Species in a Changing Climate 

Lincoln 

University 

149, 072 

A Practical Approach To Integrating 
Nanotechnology Education Into Agriculture And 
Environmental Science Curriculum 

Lincoln 

University 

149, 640 

Sustainable Market Development and Resource Use 
for Specialty Crops 

Lincoln 

University 

369, 415 

Families Integrating Nature, Conservation, and 
Agriculture-The FINCA model 

Lincoln 

University 

249,575 

Dietary Flavonoids Inhibit the Formation of 
Advanced Glycation End Products by Trapping 
Reactive Dicarbonyl Compounds-An in Vivo Study 

North Carolina A 
& T State 
University 

489, 884 

Metrics of Sustainable Design: Enhancing 

Faculty Knowledge and Curriculum Delivery in an 
Accredited Landscape Architecture Program 

North Carolina A 
& T State 
University 

149,978 

Transformational Learning: Promoting Students' 
Success thru the Professional Development 
Engagement Plan(PDEP) & Active Learning 
Experiences 

North Carolina A 
& T State 
University 

150, 000 

Modification of Wheat and Corn Brans by 
Microfluidization Process 

North Carolina A 

T State 
University 

299, 940 

Wheat Bran for Colon Cancer Prevention: A 
Targeted Metabolomic. Approach 

North Carolina A 
& T State 
University 

300, 000 

Using Technology to Deliver Parent Education 
and Information 

North Carolina A 
& T State 
University 

250,000 

Early Work Readiness Skill Development Program 

North Carolina A 

& T State 
University 

250, 000 

Enhancing Undergraduate Training of 
Underrepresented Ethnic Populations in Natural 
Resources and Environmental Sciences 

North Carolina A 

& T State 
University 

180,000 

Establish an Intelligent Equipment Lab for 
Precision Agriculture at Prairie View A&M 
University 

Prairie View A & 

M University 

299, 974 

CBG - Bioinformatics Research for Agriculture 
Innovative Students 

Prairie View A & 

M University 

299, 786 

Integrating Novel Biopolymers into Microbial 
Enteropathogen-reduction Studies (ChitoBiOMEs ) 

Prairie View A & 

M University 

496,035 

Enhancing the Disaster Resilience for Rural 
Communities through Better Disaster 

Preparedness and Improved Emergency Response 

South Carolina 
State University 

573, 643 

JAGS in AG: Recruitment, Exploration, and 

Southern 

149, 838 
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Purpose 

Recipient 

Amount 

Retention 

University 


Alternative Utilization of Roselle Hibiscus as 
Small Farm and Niche Market Crop 

Southern 

University 

500,000 

Academy for the Academic Enhancement of High 
School Students in the Food and Agricultural 
Sciences 

Southern 

University 

243, 979 

Eradicating Food Deserts in Neighborhoods 
through the Development of School Gardens 

Southern 

University 

250, 000 

Using Agriculture as a Fast Track Vehicle for 
Change through Experiential Learning 

Southern 

University 

249, 886 

Development of Learning Modules for Assuring 
Academic Enrichment Support for Youth in Rural 
Louisiana 

Southern 

University 

247,737 

Molecular Characterization of Erwinia 
tracheiphila Strains for Cucurbit Host 
Specificity 

Tennessee State 
University 

150,000 

Development and Evaluation of Science-Based 
Messages to Improve Consumers' Storage, 

Handling, and Preparation of Poultry and 

Poultry Product 

Tennessee State 
University 

480, 174 

Improving and Strengthening Enrollment and 
Retention of Minority Students In Pre- 
veterinary Medicine at Tennessee State 

University 

Tennessee State 
University 

149, 952 

An Economic Analysis of Local Food Environment 
and Demand for Fruits and Vegetables in a Food 
Desert Cluster in Tennessee 

Tennessee State 
University 

299, 196 

Identification and Modulation of Functional 
Protein Association Networks for Drought 
Tolerance in Switchgrass 

Tennessee State 
University 

499,995 

Geospatial Information Systems Training/ 

Outreach for Extension and Research 

Professionals Working with Small Farmers and 
Forest Land Owners 

Tennessee State 
University 

249, 969 

Building Extension Capacity Using a Mobile 
Biodiesel Production Platform 

Tennessee State 
University 

249,744 

Enhancing Food Safety Knowledge of Small to 
Medium-sized Produce Growers in Tennessee and 
Illinois 

Tennessee State 
University 

250,000 

Nashville Children Eating Well for Health 

Tennessee State 
University 

957,363 

Effect of Toxoplasma gondii GralO Protein on 
Ovine Immune Response to Infection 

Tuskegee 

University 

200, 000 

Development of PCR-Microplate Array for 
Salmonella Serovars and Specific Identification 
of Foodborne Pathogens using Nanoparticles- 
Based Bio 

Tuskegee 

University 

258,895 

Linking DNA Markers to Key Bioenergy Traits in 
Miscanthus 

Tuskegee 

University 

299, 524 

Value-Added Leadership for Strengthening 
Extension Personnel and Citizens 

Tuskegee 

University 

350,000 

Building Capacity of Tuskegee University to 
Provide Science-Based Gardening Education in 
Alabama Black Belt Counties 

Tuskegee 

University 

349, 611 

Attributable Factors to Rice Straighthead and 

University of 

499, 926 
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Purpose 

Recipient 

Amount 

Development of Natural Evaluation Site 

Arkansas at Pine 
Bluff 


Enhancing Recruitment and Retention Strategies 
Building Enrollment Pipelines for Higher 
Education in the Food and Agricultural Sciences 

University 

Arkansas at Pine 
Bluff 

149,802 

Design-build Extension Delivery: A New, 
Integrated Model for Rapid, Cost-Effective 
Technology Transfer 

University of 
Arkansas at Pine 
Bluff 

349,819 

From the Mississippi Delta to the Niger Delta: 
Strengthening Teaching and Extension Capacity 
at UAPB to Enhance International Programming 

University of 
Arkansas at Pine 
Bluff 

600,000 

Establishing Applied Economics and Marketing 
Laboratory (AEM-Lab) Facilities at Aquaculture 
Fisheries Center, UAPB 

University of 
Arkansas at Pine 
Bluff 

138,195 

Building an Interdisciplinary Educational 

Program on Food Safety for Fresh Fruits and 
Vegetables 

University of 
Maryland Eastern 
Shore 

299, 997 

BEAT (Bio-Energy Academy for Teachers) The 

Energy Crisis and Enhance BLT (Bio-Energy 
Literacy for Teachers) 

University of 
Maryland Eastern 
Shore 

149,777 

Applied Research and Field Experiments using 
Variable Rate Nitrogen Application, Remote and 
in Situ Sensing, and Drought Tolerant Corn 

Seeds 

University of 
Maryland Eastern 
Shore 

299,994 

Integrating Poultry House Heating and Nitrogen 
Management with Biofilters and Biofertilizer 
Production 

University of 
Maryland Eastern 
Shore 

600, 000 

Science and Technology Based Literacy Training 
Among Youth and Communities on Maryland's 

Eastern Shore 

University of 
Maryland Eastern 
Shore 

349,392 

Increasing Undergraduate Enrollment in the 
Department of Agriculture at Virginia State 
University 

Virginia State 
University 

150,000 

Student Experiential Learning in Sustainable 
Agriculture Tourism, a "Think Globally, Act 
Locally" Approach 

Virginia State 
University 

149, 985 

VSU Outreach and Technical Assistance Program 
for Strengthening the Capacity of Virginia's 
Limited Resource Producers 

Virginia State 
University 

428,112 

Development of an Integrated Urban Forest 
Management Program 

Virginia State 
University 

599, 750 

Virginia State University Multicultural 

Scholars' Special Experiential Learning Program 

Virginia State 
University 

12,000 

Biotechnology and Crop Biodiversity as 

Recruiting Tools: Linking High School Science 
with Ongoing Research 

West Virginia 

State University 

149, 583 

Engaging Students in Global Genomic Research 
Through CGIAR Visits and Independent Next- 
Generation Sequencing Projects 

West Virginia 
State University 

299, 811 

Application of Genomic Technologies for 
Appalachian Mine Soil Reclamation 

West Virginia 

State University 

242, 954 

Genome-Wide Association Mapping for Improving 

Nut raceut ical Traits in Pumpkin and Squash 

West Virginia 
State University 

299, 832 

Understanding Segregation Distortion and 
Reproductive Barriers Improves Breeders Ability 

West Virginia 
State University 

299, 734 
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Purpose 

Recipient 

Amount 

to Transfer Traits from Wild Species to 
Cultivated 



FY 2013 



Building Global Competence and Collaborations 
through Student Experimental Learning and 

Faculty Exchange in China 

Alabama A&M 
University 

250,000 

Promoting Meat Goat Production Among Minority 

Fa rmers 

Alabama A&M 
University 

349, 293 

Training of Minority Students in Nutrigenomics 

Alabama A&M 
University 

149,801 

Geospatial Education and Research Center (GERC) 
to Strengthen Environmental and Natural 

Resources Sciences Programs 

Alabama A&M 
University 

599,299 

Biological and Environmental Science (BES) 
Scholars @ AAMU: Demonstrating Excellence and 
Strengthening Training in Agricultural Sciences 

Alabama A&M 
University 

149, 950 

Technology Enhancing Exercise and Nutrition 
(TEEN) Program 

Alabama A&M 
University 

200,000 

Career Development in Animal Science thru 
Experiential Learning: Artificial Insemination 
and Embryo Transfer. 

Alcorn State 
University 

149, 946 

Economic Assessment of Small-scale commercial 
goat farming systems in Southwest and Central 
Mississippi 

Alcorn State 
University 

249, 262 

Developing a Coordinated Program in Dietetics 
at DSU 

Delaware State 
University 

149, 959 

Optimization of Physiocochemical and Sensory 
Properties of Reduced-Cholesterol Butter and 
Cheese 

Delaware State 
University 

299, 938 

Expanding Agribusiness Opportunities to Under 
served Urban Communities using Cooperative 
Extension Programs; Program will increase 
outreach 

Delaware State 
University 

202,394 

Delaware State University Mobil Meat Processing 
Lab Curriculum Development and Implementation 

Delaware State. 
University 

249, 974 

Empowering the Next Generation of Food and 
Nutrition Scientists through Genomics. 

Delaware State 
University 

599, 992 

Improving Nutraceutical Value of Muscadine 

Grapes to Promote Consumer Health, Increase 
Market Value and Grower Profit 

Florida A&M 
University 

300,000 

Creating a Public Private Consortium for the 
Enhanced Preparation of Students for Careers in 
the Food Industry 

Florida A&M 
University 

147, 696 

Developing a Sustainable Bioenergy System: 
Paulownia Production for Fuel, Chemicals, and 
Materials 

Fort Valley 

State University 

499, 744 
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Purpose 

Recipient 

Amount 

Cultivating Agriculture’s Future Workforce 

Using the Emerging Leaders Interactive Training 
and Experience Program 

Fort Valley 

State University 

249, 140 

Strengthening Instrumental Analytical 

Techniques of Undergraduate and Graduate 

Students in Food and Agricultural Sciences 

Fort Valley 

State University 

143,000 

Fort Valley State University Rural Sustainable 
4-H Technology and Obesity Prevention project 

Fort Valley 

State University 

248,300 

Veterinary Technology Degrees and Extension 
Veterinary Small Ruminant Initiative 

Kentucky State 
University 

519, 998 

Establishing a Family and Consumer Sciences 
Degree 

Kentucky State 
University 

520,000 

Strengthening Environmental Science Program for 
Preparing Minority Young Scientists for the 

21st Century 

Kentucky State 
University 

149, 999 

Evaluation and Development of Aquaponics as a 
Potential Source of Fresh and Safe Vegetables 
and Fish for Urban Minority Populations 

Kentucky State 
University 

504,640 

Genomics of Resilience in Sheep to Climatic 
Stressors 

Langston 

University 

600,000 

Students Training Students: Educating 

Tomorrow's Consumers Today 

Lincoln 

University 

149, 991 

Prediction and Control of the Performance of 
Anaerobic Digestion of Animal Manure through 
Metagenomics for Renewable Energy 

Lincoln 

University 

499, 873 

Hydrologic Regime and Nitrogen Cycling: 
Understanding the Difference between Claypan 
and Loess Watersheds in Missouri 

Lincoln 

University 

499,340 

Collaboration with K-12 Institutions and 
Community Colleges to Enhance Recruitment and 
Retention in Agriculture and Environmental 
Sciences 

Lincoln 

University in 
Missouri 

149,816 

A Biorefinery For The Production Of Biodiesel 

And Organic Fertilizers From Microalgae Grown 

On Swine Wastewater 

North Carolina A 
& T State 
University 

299,149 

Safety Evaluation and Improvement of Grape 

Pomace as a Food Ingredient 

North Carolina A 
& T State 
University 

299, 481 

Immunotechnology- A Tool for Securing Food for 
Tomorrow 

North Carolina A 
& T State 
University 

132,732 

Developing 21st Century Technologically Savvy 
Agricultural Professionals 

North Carolina A 
& T State 
University 

149,265 

The Small Farm Resource Hub: Sustainable 
Agriculture Online Resources and Training for 
1890 Extension Staff 

North Carolina A 

& T State 
University 

249, 998 
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Purpose 

Recipient 

Amount 

Creating an Instructional Laboratory to Enhance 
Student Participation in Research Experiences 
in Food Science and Dietetics 

North Carolina A 
& T State 
University 

149,741 

Development of Wheat Bread Enriched with 

Microf luidized Corn and Oat Brans 

North Carolina A 
& T State 
University 

237, 560 

Establishing a Novel Livestock Diagnostic 
Information Delivery System 

Prairie View A&M 
University 

249,251 

Quantifying the Net Effect of Urban Wetlands in 
Mitigating Greenhouse Gas Emissions in 

Louisiana 

Southern 

University 

284,876 

Specialty Mushroom as a Niche Market Crop for 
Limited Resource Family Farms 

Southern 

University 

500,000 

Economically Sustaining and Developing 

Community Gardens Through Innovative Technology 

Southern 

University 

249, 999 

Building Opportunities through Leadership 
Development 

Southern 

University 

250,000 

Biofuel Education and Training Program with 
Infusion of Foundation Concepts and Outreach 

Tennessee State 
University 

150,000 

Behavioral-based control methods for ambrosia 
beetle management in ornamental nurseries 

Tennessee State 
University 

299,751 

Development and Validation of Novel 

Nanoparticles for Detection of Campylobacter 

Tennessee State 
University 

299, 999 

Effects of Global Warming and Precipitation on 
Switchgrass Biomass and Greenhouse Gas Emission 

Tennessee State 
University 

299, 874 

Assisting Parents to Purchase (APP) for 
Children's Health 

Tennessee State 
University 

248,886 

A Parking Lot on Grandpa's Farm 

Tennessee State 
University 

249, 797 

Nashville Children Eating Well for Health 

Tennessee State 
University 

969,704 

Implementing the Agricultural and Environmental 
Sciences Doctoral Program at Tuskegee 

University 

Tuskegee 

University 

149, 991 

Infrastructure Enhancement for the New 
Interdisciplinary Pathobiology PhD & Teaching 
Nanobiotechnology to Veterinary & Graduate 
Students 

Tuskegee 

University 

150,000 

Enhancing Sustainable Livestock Production 
through Pasture Improvement and 

Grazing/Browsing Management 

Tuskegee 

University 

599, 979 

Strengthening Food Science through Experiential 
Learning for Middle School Youth 

Tuskegee 

University 

350, 000 

Preschoolers Jump-Start on Healthy Lifestyle 
Program in the Tri-County Area of the 

Maryland's Lower Eastern Shore 

University of 
Maryland Eastern 
Shore 

250,000 

Strategies to Raise Hair Sheep Lambs for 
Specialty Markets on Pasture 

Virginia State 
University 

299, 305 

Fabrication and Characterization of 

Antimicrobial Biodegradable Nanocoraposite Films 
for Food Packaging Application 

Virginia State 
University 

291, 165 
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Purpose 

Recipient 

Amount 

Chesapeake Bay Climate Study Partnership for 
Sustainable Agriculture 

Virginia State 
University 

300,000 

Diversifying the Watermelon Cultivar Genetic 

Base using Genomic Selection to Improve 
Nutraceutical Traits and use Them as Parental 
Lines 

West Virginia 
State University 

444,346 

Summer Academy of Plant Breeding: A Platform to 
Develop Minority Workforce in Molecular Plant 
Breeding 

West Virginia 
State University 

120, 000 

Learning and Teaching Biological & Agricultural 
Science Online: Increasing Success through 
Comprehensive Training, Development, and 

Research 

West Virginia 
State University 

533, 674 

4~H Planters 

West Virginia 
State University 

598, 556 


Agriculture and Food Research Initiative 

Mr. Aderholt: Please update the table provided in the fiscal year 2014 
hearing record of grants by category made through AFRI for fiscal years 2009 
through 2013. 

Response: The information on the number of grants by category made 

through AFRI for fiscal years 2009 through 2013 awards is provided for the 
record. 

[The information follows:] 


Plant Health and Production 
and Plant Products 
(Obligations) 

Fiscal 

Year 

Number 

Amount 

2009 

177 

$66, 421,747 

2010 

143 

71, 969,763 

2011 

105 

72, 371,572 

2012 

63 

39,270, 328 

2013 

gP 

67,499,093 

Total 

569 

317,532, 503 


Animal Health and Production 
and Animal Products 
(Obligations) 

Fiscal 

Year 

Number 

Amount 

2009 

125 

$51, 080, 158 

2010 

84 

43, 669, 312 

2011 

42 

19,776,241 

2012 

60 

40, 905,515 

2013 

41 

15,285,200 

Total 

352 

170, 716, 426 
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Total 

(Obligations) 

Fiscal 

Year 

Number 

Amount 

2009 

487 

$185/028,365 

2010 

423 

246, 414, 235 

2011 

340 

266,752,737 

2012 

263 

181,745,362 

2013 

248 

136,904,092 

Total 

1/7 61 

1, 016, 844,791 


AFRI Awards to ARS Researchers 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide the list of AFRI grants awarded to ARS 
researchers for fiscal year 2013. 

Response: There were six AFRI awards provided to ARS researchers with 

funds appropriated in fiscal year 2013. 

[The information follows:] 
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PROPOSAL 

NUMBER 


PBWdllSPlI 

aUlMlMiSISEffisEsi 

min 

2013 

Plant Health and 
Production and 
Plant Products : 
Plant Breeding 
for Agricultural 
Production 

2013- 

01846 

USDA-ARS 

Plant health and 
production and 
plant products 

$500,000 

2013 

Plant Health and 
Production and 
Plant Products: 
Plant Breeding 
for Agricultural 
Production 

2013- 

02123 


Plant health and 
production and 
plant products 

$500,000 

2013 

Agriculture 
Systems and 
Technology: 
Engineering 
Products and 
Processes 

2013- 

01328 

USDA-ARS 

Agriculture 
systems and 
technology 

$499,814 

2013 

Foundational 

Program: 

Microbial 
Communities in 
Soil 

2013- 

02755 

USDA-ARS 

Renewable energy, 
natural resources, 
and environment 

$460,000 

2013 

Foundational 

Program: 

Microbial 
Communities in 
Soil 

2013- 

02824 

USDA-ARS 

Renewable energy, 
natural resources, 
and environment 

$499,000 

2013 

Agriculture 
Systems and 
Technology: 
Engineering 
Products and 
Processes 

2013- 

01367 

USDA-ARS 

Agriculture 
systems and 
technology 

$190,696 


Total 


52, 649, 510 
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Extension Programs 

Mr. Aderholt: Please update the chart provided in the fiscal year 2014 
hearing record showing funding by category for NIFA's extension programs for 
fiscal years 2009 through 2013. 

Response: The information is provided for the record. 

[The information follows:] 


EXTENSION PROGRAM FUNDING 


Program 


Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year 
2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 


Smith Lever Formula 3(b) 6c 
1290 Institutions 


5233,5-43,000 5297,500,000 52 93,911,000 5294,000,000 5271,269,447 

40,150,000 42,677,000 42,591,646 42,592,000 39,299,003 


Smith-Lever 3(d) Programs: 

Expanded Food and Nutrition Education Progran 
Pest Management 
Farm Safety 

Farm Safety and Youth Farm Safety Ed. & Cert. 
New Technologies for Ag Extension 
Children, Youth, and Families at Risk 
Youth Farm Safety Education and Certificatior 
Sustainable Agriculture 
Federally-Recognized Tribes Extension 
Extension Services at the 1994 Institutions 
Renewable Resources Extension Act 
Rural Health and 5afety 
1390 Facilities (Sec. 1447) 

Grants for Youth Serving Institutions 
Food Animal Residue Avoidance Database 
Women and Minorities in STEM Fields 
Federal Administration: 

Other 

General Admin (Including Pay cost) 

Ag in the Classroom 


66,155,000 

9.791.000 

4.363.000 
0 

1.500.000 

3.132.000 

479.000 

4.563.000 
3,000,000 

3.321.000 

4.003.000 

1.733.000 
13,000,000 

1.767.000 

806.000 
0 


9.333.000 

7.433.000 

553,000 


63.070.000 
9, 938,000 

4.863.000 
0 

1.750.000 

8.412.000 

436.000 

4.705.000 

3.045.000 

4.321.000 

4.063.000 

1.733.000 

19.770.000 

1.734.000 

1 , 000,000 

400.000 

11.331. 000 

3.012.000 

553. 000 


67,933,860 

9,913,124 

4,353,274 

0 

1,746,500 
3,395,176 
435,028 
4,695,590 
3,033, 910 
4,312,353 
4,059,864 
1,734,524 
19,730,460 
1,730, 432 

993,000 
399,200 

0 

7,995,976 

551,894 


67.934.000 

9.913.000 

4. 610.000 

1.550.000 

7.600.000 
0 

4.696.000 

3.039.000 

4.312.000 

3.700.000 

1.500.000 

19.730.000 

750.000 

1 , 000,000 

400.000 

0 

7.300.000 

552.000 


62,631,696 

9,151,192 

0 

4 , 2S3, 579 
1,430,162 
7,012,408 
0 

4,332,930 

2,804,041 

3,973,613 

3,413,935 

1,334,027 

18,204,579 

672,633 

922,635 

369,074 

0 

7,374,101 

509,322 


Total, Extension Activities 


5474,250,000 5494,923,000 5479,131,816 5475,183,000 $439,063,442 


Integrated Activities 

Mr. Aderholt: Please update the chart provided in fiscal year 2014 hearing 
record showing funding by category, recipient (s) and location of recipient (s) 
for NIFA's integrated research program for fiscal year 2013. 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. Recipient data for 
FY 2009 through FY 2013 is provided. 


[The information follows:] 
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Program Name 

FY 2009 

FY 2010 

FY 2011 

FY 2012 

FY 2013 

Rural Development Centers 

$1,312,000 

Si, 312, 000 

5998,000 

$993,000 

S 920, 769 

Water Quality 

12,649,000 

12,649,000 

8,982,000 

4,500,000 

4,151,765 

Food Safety 

14,596,000 

14,596,000 

10,978,000 

- 

- 

Regional Pest Management Centers 

4,096,000 

4,096,000 

2, 994, 000 

4,000,000 

3,690,457 

Crops at Risk from FQPA 

Implement a t i on 

1,365,000 

1,365,000 

- 

- 

- 

FQPA RisP Mitigation Program for 
Major Food Crop Systems 

4,383,000 

4,388,000 

_ 

_ 


Methyl Bromide Transition 

Program 

3,054,000 

3,054,000 

1,996,000 

1,996,000 

1,341,537 

Organic Transition Program 

1,842,000 

5,000,000 

3,992,000 

4, 000,000 

3, 690,457 

International . Science and 

Education Grants 

3,000,000 

3,000,000 

998,000 

_ 

- 

Critical Issues - Plant and 

Animal Diseases 

732,000 

732,000 

_ 

_ 


Homeland Security 

9,830,000 

9,830,000 

5,938,000 

5,983,000 

5,524,615 

Subtotal (Discretionary 

Programs) 

$S€, 864, 000 

$60,022,000 

$36, 926,000 

$21, 482,000 

$19,819,600 

Organic Agricultural Research 

and 

Extension Initiative 

18,000,000 

20,000,000 

20, 000,000 

20,000,000 


Specialty Crops, Research 
Initiative 

50,000,000 

50,000,000 

50,000,000 

50, 000,000 


Total 

$124 , 864 ,000 

$130,022,000 

$106,926,000 

$91,482,000 

$19,819,600 


♦Funding above shows appropriated funds. 

♦♦Funding tables below do not include legislative set asides for NIFA. 


Rural Development Centers (RDC) 


Institution; Location 

FY 2009 

Amount 

FY 2010 

Amount 

FY 2011 

Amount 

FY 2012 

Amount 

FY 2013 

Amount 

Title 

Utah State U.; UT 

$312,256 

$312,256 

$237,524 

$237, 444 

.$218,996 

Western RDC 

Pennsylvania State 0.; FA 

312,256 

312,256 

237,524 

237,444 

213,996 

Northeast Regional 

RDC 

Michigan State U. ; MI 

312,256 

312,256 

237,524 

237,445 

218, 996 

North Central 

Regional RDC 

Mississippi State U.; M5 

312,256 

312,256 

237,524 

237, 444 

218, 995 

Southern RDC 


$1,249,024 

$1,249.024 

ussum 

m&izi 




Water Quality 

FY 2009 

Institution; Location 

Amount 

Title 

Colorado State U.; CO 

$67,000 

Coordinated Regional Water 

Resources Programming for the 
Northern Plains and Mountains 
Region 

Colorado State U.; CO 

600,000 

Coordinated Regional Water 
Resources Programming for the 
Northern Plains and Mountains 

Region 

Iowa State U.; I A 

575,000 

Heartland Regional Water 
Coordination Initiative 
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Water Quality 

FY 2009 

Institution? Location 

Amount 

Title 

U. of Maryland; MD 

600, 000 

Mid-Atlantic Water Program 

Texas AgriLife Extension 

Service; TX 

1,270,000 

Sothern Region Water Resource 
Project 

U. of Wisconsin, Madison; WI 

610,000 

Continuing Support for the Great 
Lakes Regional Water Program 

University of Idaho; ID 

595,000 

Coordination, Development & 

Delivery of Water Resources 

Programs in the Pacific Northwest 

U, of Rhode Island; RI 

1,090, 000 

Northeast States and Caribbean 
Islands 

U. of Idaho; ID 

154,672 

Synthesis and Analysis of 13 

CSREES CEAP Projects 

South Dakota State U.; SD 

645,788 

Conservation Practices Assessment 
of the Lower Bad River Basin 

Board of Regents of the U. of 
Wisconsin System UW-Extension; 

WI 

143,000 

Mapping the Future: Youth-Water 
Programming for the 21st Century 

Purdue U . ; IN 

300, 000 

Impact of Biofeedstock Production 
on Hydrology/Water Quality in 
Midwest and Southeast USA 

Arizona Board of Regents, U. 
of Arizona? AZ 

550,000 

Southwest States & Pacific Island 

Board of Regents, U. of 

Nebraska, Lincoln; NE 

544,500 

Improving and Conserving Water 
Resources through Stormwater 
Management Education for 

Community Decision Makers of 

Today and Tomorrow 

Pennsylvania State U.; PA 

240,000 

Innovation in Youth Water 

Education in Pennsylvania 

Priority Watersheds 

Board of Trustees of the U. of 
Illinois; IL 

660, 000 

Reducing Nitrate Losses in Tile- 
Drained Agricultural Watersheds 

North Carolina State U.; NC 

228,000 

Robeson Creek Water Quality 
Outreach Initiative 

Colorado State U.; CO 

615,000 

Multi Criteria Decision Tool for 
the Assessment and Planning of 
Watershed Management Practices 

U. of Connecticut; CT 

385,000 

Support of NIWQP Research, 

Education & Extension Outreach 
through Geospatial Technology 
Training 

Board of Regents of the U. of 
Wisconsin System; WI 

629, 000 

Tools Integrating Landuser 
Management Decisions with 

Watershed Processes to Achieve 
Water Quality Goals 

Washington State U.; WA 

566,610 

Protecting Water Resources by 
Engaging Stakeholders in Targeted 
Implementation of Filter Strips 

Kansas State U.; KS 

114,000 

En v i r o nme n t a 1 Le a de r s h i p 
Interdisciplinary Curriculum to 
Address Water Resources 

U. of Tennessee; TN 

652,000 

Enhancing Water Quality in 
Oostanuala Watershed 
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Water Quality 

FY 2009 

Institution; Location 

Amount 

Title 

Iowa State U.; IA 

165,459 

Enhancing Farmland Water Quality 
& Availability through Soli- 
Building Crop Rotations & Organic 
Practices 

Total 

12.000,029 




FY 2010 

Institution; Location 

Amount 

Title 

Colorado State U.; CO 

1,225,000 

Northern Plains and Mountains 
Region 

U. of Wisconsin, Madison; WI 

1,235,000 

Continuing Support for the Great 
Lakes Regional Water Program 

Arizona Board of Regents, U. 
of Arizona; AZ 

1, 145, 000 

Southwest States & Pacific 

Islands 

U. of Maryland; MD 

1, 200, 000 

Mid-Atlantic Water Program 

U. of Rhode Island; RI 

2,226, 848 

Northeast States and Caribbean 
Islands 

Iowa State 0.; IA 

1,150,000 

Heartland Regional Water 
Coordination Initiative 

U. of Idaho; ID 

1, 190,000 

Continuing Support for the Great 
Lakes Regional Water Program 

Texas AgriLife Extension 
Service; TX 

2, 670,000 

The Southern Region Water 

Resource Project 

Total 

12,041.848 



FY 2011 

Institution; Location 

Amount 

Title 

U. of Florida; FL 

395, 000 

Developing Tools to Attenuate 
Emerging Contaminants in Onsite 
Wastewater Treatment Systems 

U. of Florida; FL 

398,800 

Smart Irrigation: Smartphone 
technology for managing urban and 
agricultural irrigation 

Purdue U.; IN 

395,000 

Mobile Computing Technologies to 
Enable More Efficient Water 
Management Decisions in the Field 

Colorado State U.; CO 

365, 000 

Mobile irrigation water 
management system using eRAMs 
cloud computing infrastructure 

Colorado State U.; CO 

149, 000 

Agricultural Water Security in 
the Colorado River Basin: 

Planning for Water Research, 
Extension, and Education 

U. of Rhode Island; RI 

495, 000 

Efficacy, Constraints and 
Uncertainties of Constructed 
Wetlands and Bioreactors: A 
place-based, integrated approach 
to foster N abatement 
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FY 2011 

Institution; Location 

Amount 

Title 

Iowa State U. of Science and 
Technology; IA 

280, 909 

Nitrogen Retention and Greenhouse 
Gas Fluxes of Constructed 
wetlands in Agricultural 

Watersheds within the Upper 
Mississippi River Basin 

U. of Wisconsin, Madison; WI 

2,400,000 

Water Equals National Education 
Campaign: Transforming Young 
People's Relationship with Water 

Montana State U.; MT 

598,500 

Water Quality best Management 
Practices in the Judith River 
watershed: use of adaptive 
research and outreach to improve 
adoption 

U. of Georgia Research 
Foundation, Inc.; GA 

567, 000 

Impacts of On-site Wastewater 
Treatment Systems on Water 

Quality and Quantity in 

Urbanizing Watersheds 

U. of Delaware; DE 

595,000 

Water Quality and ecosystem 
services from landscape best 
management practices that enhance 
vegetation in urbanizing 
watersheds 

North Carolina State U.; NC 

595, 000 

Analysis of Conservation Practice 
Effectiveness and Producer 

Adoption Behavior in Lake Jordan 
Watershed, NC 

Kansas State U.; KS 

570,000 

Measuring Success of Targeted BMP 
Implementation and Getting 

Smarter about Ephemeral Gully 
Sediment and Nutrient Sources and 

BMPs 

Mississippi State U. of 
Agriculture & Applies Science; 
MS 

445,000 

Downstream Water Quality and 
Quantity Impacts of Water Storage 
Systems in Porter Bayou Watershed 

California Polytechnic State 

U. 

234,865 

Integrating remote sensing of 
evapotranspiration with surface 
and groundwater information to 
target potential water 
conservation projects 

Colorado State (J. 

17,000 

Coordinated Regional Water 
Resources Programming for the 
Northern Plains and Mountains 
Region 

Total 

8, 501, 074 



FY 2012 

Institution; Location 

Amount 

Title 

U. of Vermont and State 
Agricultural College; VT 

394, 000 

goCrop: Integration of Mobile to 
Enhance Nutrient Management 

Program Implementation 
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FY 2012 

Institution; Location 

Amount 

Title 

U. of Minnesota; MN 

314,000 

A Management Tool for Small 
Community Onsite Wastewater 
Treatment Systems: The Community 
System Owner's Guide 

U. of Tennessee; TN 

633,400 

Watershed Scale Project in 
Oostanaula Creek 

0. of Maryland; MD 

631,500 

Watershed Diagnostics for 

Improved Adoption of Management 
Practices: Integrating 

Biophysical and Social Factors 

Curators of the U. of 

Missouri; MO 

414,000 

Factors Affecting Adoption of 
Nutrient Management Practices By 
Farmers and Homeowners 

Iowa State CJ. of Science and 
Technology; IA 

621,000 

An Integrated approach to 
precision conservation planning 
in the South Fork Watershed 

Ohio State U.; OH 

660, 000 

An Integrated Approach to Foster 
Science-Based Management of 
Agricultural Drainage Channels in 
the Western Lake Erie Basin 

Oregon State CJ.; OR 

588,229 

Reducing Bacterial Contamination 
in the Tillamook Estuary Through 
Performanced-based Incentives 

Total 

4.256, 129 



FY 2013 

Institution; Location 

Amount 

Title 

U. of Connecticut; CT 

333,058 

Expanding Consumer and Community 
Water Protection Efforts through 
Innovative and Integrated Mobile 
Technologies 

D. of Massachusetts Amherst; 

MA 

640,000 

Farms, floods and fluvial 
geomorphology: making the most of 
our natural resources 

Michigan State U.; MI 

640,000 

An Integrative Decision Support 
System for Managing Water 

Resources under Increased Climate 
Variability 

U. of Florida Board of 

Trustees; FL 

412,000 

Smart Phone Apps : Scientific 
Validation Quantification of 

Water Conservation 

U. of Massachusetts Amherst; 

MA 

202,000 

Advancing agricultural water 
security and resilience under 
nonstationarity and uncertainty: 
Evolving roles of blue, green and 
grey water 

Colorado State U.; CO 

649,000 

Moving Forward on Agricultural 
Water Conservation in the 

Colorado River Basin 

Oklahoma State U.; OK 

638,000 

Implementation of In-Stream, 
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FY 2013 

Institution; Location 

Amount 

Title 



Streambank and Riparian Practices 
in Conjunction with Upland 
Practices for Conservation of 

Water Resources 

Cornell U.; NY 

429, 000 

Advancing Climate-Adaptive 

Decision Tools to Reduce Nutrient 
Pollution from Agricultural 

Fields 

Total 

3 , 943, 058 



Food Safety 

FY 2009 

Institution; Location 

Amount 

Title 

Rutgers, The State U. of New 
Jersey; NJ 

600,000 

Peer Networking & Social Norms 
Design 

Cornell u.; NY 

591,732 

Improving the Safety of Acidified 
& Acid Foods Produced by Small- 
scale Food Processors in the 
Northeast 

Drexel U . ; PA 

598,752 

Identifying & Addressing 

Potential Poultry & Egg 

Mishandling Habits of Minority 
Ethnic & Racial Populations 

Alabama State U.; AL 

599, 999 

Food Safety Education for Early 
Childhood Educations & Young 
Children 

Ohio State U.; OH 

597,841 

Enhancement of Educational & 
Extension Communications for the. 
Prevention of Milkborne Diseases 

Tennessee State TN 

599, 868 

Innovation Approach for 

Integrating health Care Providers 
into Food Borne Illness 

Prevention for Older Adults 

U. of California, Davis; CA 

595, 589 

Evaluation & Application of 
Practices for Controlling 
Salmonella in Nuts & Nut Products 

U. of Illinois at Chicago; IL 

599, 999 

Menu for AIDS Patients to Eat 
Safely 

Michigan State U.; MI 

599, 939 

Foodborne Norovirus in Elder Care 
Facilities 

U. of Tennessee; TN 

596, 287 

Investigating Food Safety Self- 
Efficacy in Adolescent 

Populations 

U. of Minnesota; MN 

600,000 

Development of an Integrated 
Multi-Level Food Safety Training 
Program for Spanish-Speaking Food 
Service Workers . 

Iowa State U.; IA 

598, 607 

Customization of Food Safety 
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Food Safety 

FY 2009 

Institution; Location 

Amount 

Title 



Messaging for Retail foodservice 
Employees 

U. of Georgia; GA 

598, 541 

Enhancing the Safety of Locally 
Grown Produce Through Research 
and Extension 

U. of Florida; FL 

597, 808 

Integrated Needs Assessment & 
National Training Program to 
Enhance Seafood & Aquaculture 
Product Safety 

Board of Regents, U. of 

Nebraska, Lincoln; NE 

599, 992 

Food Safety Assistance for Small 
Meat & Poultry Processor 

California Polytechnic State 

U.; CA 

596,029 

Predictive Growth Models for 
Escherichia coli 0157 :H7 on 
Fresh-Cut Produce during 

Transport & Cold Chain 

Distribution 

Colorado State U.; CO 

1,084,429 

Quantifying Microbial Risks 
during Growth of Produce 

Ohio State U.; OH 

999, 989 

Pathogen Inactivation in Fresh 
Produce 

U. of Maryland; MD 

599, 924 

Online Integrated Food Safety 

Risk Analysis Resource to 
Facilitate National & 

International Information 

Exchange 

Board of Regents of the U. of 
Wisconsin System; WI 

600,000 

Modeling Persistence of No.n-0157 
Shiga Toxin-Producing Escherichia 
coli in Beef Slaughter & 

Validation of Interventions Used 
in Processing 

Oklahoma State 0.; OK 

968,497 

Filth Fly Transmission of Human 
Enteric Bacteria to Pre-harvest 
Fresh Product 

Total 

13, 823, 822 



FY 2010 

Institution; Location 

Amount 

Title 

U. of California, Davis; CA 

50,000 

Center for Produce Safety 

Research Symposium 

U of Illinois at Chicago; IL 

600,000 

Evidence-based Photonovella to 
Encourage Safe Meat Handling & 
Cooking Practices among Low 
Socio-economic Status African 
Americans 

Rutgers, The State U. of New 
Jersey; NJ 

600, 000 

Improving the Safety & 

Nutritional Adequacy of the Home 
Food Supply of Elderly Recipients 
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FY 2010 

Institution; Location 

Amount 

Title 



of Home Delivered Meals 

Purdue U.; IN 

600, 000 

Helping Childbearing-Aged Women 
Make Informed Decisions Regarding 
Seafood Consumption 

Board of Regents, U of 

Nebraska, Lincoln; NE 

554,302 

Food Safety for Diverse Families 
with Young Children 

Sea Star International LLC; AR 

600,000 

Minimizing the Risk of Lm Cross- 
Contamination of Deli Foods 

Texas Woman's U.; TX 

600,000 

Integrated Strategies to Reduce 
Foodborne Illness & Food Allergic 
Reactions Associated with 
Independently Operated 

Restaurants 

Cornell U.; NY 

600,000 

Assessing Risks & Implementing 

Food Safe Practices 

U. of Florida; FL 

600, 000 

Assessing Safety of Enteric 
Pathogens on Fresh Produce 
Ingredients Destined for Uncooked 
Sauces/Salsa 

U. of Connecticut; CT 

600, 000 

Reducing Egg-borne Outbreaks of 
Salmonella Enteritidis 

Colorado State U.; CO 

600, 000 

Foodborne Pathogen Persistence 

Cornell U.; NY 

520, 005 

Enhancing the Safety of Non- 
thermally Processed Apple Juice 

Virginia Polytechnic Institute 
& State U.; VA 

600,000 

Enhancing Food Safety through an 
Integrated Education & Outreach 
Program using Principles of Risk 
Management 

Texas A&M U.; TX 

1,000,000 

Role of Surface-related Factors 
on Contamination & Survival of 
Pathogens in Fresh Produce Grown 
in Texas & Mexico 

Washington State U.; WA 

2, 000,000 

Minimizing Antibiotic Resistance 
Transmission 

Kansas State U.; KS 

600,000 

Assessment & Reduction of Produce 
Food Safety Risks in the School 
Foodservice System 

U. of Delaware; DE 

50,000 

Framing the Message about Seafood 
for Consumers - A Consensus 
Building Workshop for 

Stakeholders 

Ohio State U. Research 
Foundation; OH 

1, 000, 000 

An Integrated Approach to Prevent 
& Minimize Foodborne Enteric 
Viruses in Vegetables & Fruits 

Kansas State U.; KS 

2, 000,000 

Practical Interventions to 
Effectively Manage Antibiotic 
Resistance in Beef & Dairy Cattle 
Systems 

Total 

13,774,307 
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FY 2011 

Institution; Location 

Amount 

Title 

U. of Massachusetts Amherst; 

MA 

424,878 

Food Safety from Farm and Garden 
to Preschool 

U. of Tennessee; TN 

542, 977 

Building Better Food Safety 
Education Programs: How 

Optimizing Fidelity of 
Implementation can Maximize 

Desired Outcomes 

Clemson U.; SC 

542, 999 

Hand Hygiene Promotion: An 
Essential Strategy for Preventing 
Foodborne Illness in Elementary 
Schools 

Michigan State U.; MI 

543, 000 

Development and Evaluation of 
Standardized Competency-Based 

Food Safety Education and 

Training Programs for the Food 
Industry 

Board of Regents of the U. of 
Wisconsin; WI 

541,313 

Bridging the Gap: Integrated 
Research and Extension in Support 
of Small Food Processors of 
Acidified Canned Foods 

Fort Valley State U.; GA 

100, 000 

Cost-Effective Pathogen Reduction 
Strategies and Food Safety 

Training for Small and Very Small 
Meat Processors in Georgia 

Texas Tech U.; TX 

540, 326 

Solutions for the Food Safety 
Threat Posed by Salmonella in the 
Lymph Nodes of Cattle Presented 
for Harvest 

Pennsylvania State U.; PA 

542, 607 

Development of an Updated and 
Optimized Egg Quality Assurance 
Program to Minimize Salmonella 
Enteritidis Contamination of 

Shell Eggs 

Tennessee State U.; TN 

100,000 

An Integrated Approach to contol 
Methicillin-Resistant 

Staphylococcus aureus and 
Clostridium difficile from 

Limited Resource Poultry 

North Carolina State U.; NC 

541, 621 

Farm-Level Practices to Reduce 
Campylobacter Prevalence in 
Commercial Turkeys 

Arizona Board of Regents, U. 
of Arizona; A2 

542,969 

The role of biofilms as a 
reservoir for foodborne pathogens 
in irrigation systems 

Michigan State U.; MI 

542, 824 

Improving Process Validation 
Methods for Multiple 

Pasteurization Technologies 

Applied to Low-Moisture Foods 

Oklahoma State U-; OK 

543,000 

Advancement of a whole-chain, 
stakeholder driven traceability 
system for agricultural 
commodities: Beef Cattle Pilot 
Demonstration 

U. of Georgia; GA 

535,725 

National Center for Home Food 
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FY 2011 

Institution; Location 

Amount 

Title 



Processing and Preservation 

Michigan State U.; MI 

1, 809, 934 

Integrated Approach to Enhance 
the Microbial Safety of Fresh-Cut 
Fruits and Vegetables during 
Processing, Packaging, and 
Distribution 

Ohio State U.; OH 

1, 864, 665 

Reducing the transmission of AMR 
organisms by wildlife within the 
food supply-a research, control, 
and outreach strategy 

Tuskegee U.; AL 

100, 000 

Foodborne Pathogens Detection and 
Education Sustainable Agriculture 
for Small Scale Producers 

Total 

10,358,838 



Regional Pest Management Centers (PMC) 


Institution; Location 

Mount FY 

2009 

Amount FY 

2010 

Amount FY 

2011 

Amount FY 

2012 

Amount FY 

2013 

Title 

U. of California; CA 

$974,593 

$974,843 

$712,036 

$951,455 

$877,739 

Western Integrated PMC 

Pennsylvania State U.; PA 

974,593 

974,343 

712,036 

951,455 

877,738 

Northeastern 

Integrated FMC 

3card of Trustees of the U. 

of Illinois; IL 

974,593 

974,848 

712,036 

951,455 

377,733 

North Central 

Integrated PMC 

North Carolina State V.; NC 

974, S9S 

974,343 

712,036 

951,455 

377,733 

Southern Integrated PMC 

Total 

S3. 293. 392 

S3. 399. 392 

$2,548,144 

$3,205,320 

S3, 510. 953 


Crops at Risk for FQPA 
Implementat ion 

FY 2009 

Institution; Location 

Amount 

Title 

Michigan State U.; MI 

$554,558 

Integrating Applied Insect 

Ecology into Blueberry Pest 
Management 

Virginia Polytechnic Institute 
& State CJ. ; VA 

170, 133 

Integrated Management of Snap 

Bean Pythium Cottony Leak 

Regents of the U. of 

California; CA 

299, 259 

To Repel or Kill: A Population 
Ecology Approach to Developing a 
New Model for Horn Fly Management 
in Beef & Dairy Cattle Systems 

Regents of the U. of 

California; CA 

260, 309 

Management of Alfalfa Trap Crops 
to Prevent First Generation Lygus 
Bug Damage in California 
Strawberries 

Total 

1.264.259 
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FY 2010 

Institution; Location 

Amount 

Title 

Cornell U.; NY 

$230,000 

A Novel Extension/Education 
Experience in IPM Systems for 
Undergraduate and Graduate 

Students in Plant Pathology 

Cornell 0.; NY 

330,995 

Critical Research & Extension to 
Reduce Losses due to Strawberry 
Powdery Mildew 

Montana State U.; MT 

218,419 

DNC Barcoding to Unlock the 

Puzzle of Wireworm Pest 

Identities in Northern Great 

Plains Region 

U. of Florida; FL 

512, 379 

Sustainable Approach for 

Integrated Management of 

Herbicide Resistant Hyarilla in 
the U.S. 

Total 

1,291,793 



FQPA Risk Mitigation Program 
for Major Food 

FY 2009 

Institution; Location 

Amount 

Title 

Regents of the U. of 

California; CA 

$627, 600 

Integrated Pest Management of the 
potato Psyllid & Candidatus 
Liberibacter Psyllaourous 

U. of Wisconsin, Madison; WI 

811, 565 

Advancing Sustainable Disease 
Management on Field Corn 

Montana State U.; MT 

668,820 

Sheep Grazing as a Pest 

Management Tacti in a Minimum 

Till Rotational Cropping System 

Washington State U.; WA 

2,048,490 

Area-wide Management of Potato 
Pests in the Pacific Northwest 

Total 

4.156,475 



FY 2010 

Institution; Location 

Amount 

Title 

Texas AgriLife Extension 
Service; TX 

$225,598 

Internships to Develop IPM 
Professionals 

Clems on SC 

1, 154,161 

Innovative Nematode Management 
Strategies to Reduce Pesticide 
Usage While Enhancing Farm Profit 
& Environmental Quality 

Washington State U.; WA 

828,811 

New Way of Managing Soil Borne 
Diseases of Raspberry in Western 
States 

Oklahoma State U.; OK 

1,929,861 

Web-based IPM System for Winter 
Wheat 


Total 

4,138,431 
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Methyl Bromide (MB) 

FY 2009 

Institution; Location 

Amount 

Title 

U. of Georgia; GA 

$448, 910 

Evaluation of Non-fumigant 
Pesticides as MB Alternatives 

Pennsylvania State U.; PA 

688, 187 

Phytosanitary Treatment to MB 
Fumigation for Wood 

North Carolina State U.; NC 

768,347 

Integrated Management of 

Soilborne Pests in Strawberry and 
Vegetable Production Systems 

Washington State U.; WA 

696, 339 

Control of Fusarium Root Rot in 
Douglas-fir Seedling Nurseries 

U. of Arkansas; AR 

290, 145 

MB Alternatives for Yellow & 

Purple Nutsedge & Other Weeds in 
Tomato & Bell Peeper 

Total 

2.891.928 



FY 2010 

Institution; Location 

Amount 

Title 

Regents of 0. of California; 

CA 

$500, 000 

Energy Efficient Steam Soil 
Disinfestation Systems for Flower 
and Strawberry 

U. of Florida; FL 

400, 000 

Large Scale Demonstration 

Trialing & Industry-wide Testing 
of MB Alternatives in Florida 
Strawberry 

U. of Florida; FL 

565, 000 

Multi-State Evaluation of 
Carbonated Fumigants and Low 
Permeable Tarps to Reduce 
Application Rate 

Kansas State U.; KS 

782, 019 

Evaluation, Integration, & 
Implementation of Non-Fumigation 
Based Pest Management Approaches 

U. of Tennessee; TN 

643, 177 

Advances Development & 
Implementation of Anaerobic Soil 
Disinfestation Technology 

Total 

2.890. 196 



FY 2011 

Institution; Location 

Amount 

Title 

U. of Georgia; GA 

174,831 

Eliminating the Need for 

Fumigants in Southeastern Melon 
Production Using an Integrated 
Program of Heavy-Rye Residues 

Plus Herbicides 

North Carolina State U.; NC 

496, 962 

Advanced Systems for Integrated 
Management of Strawberry 

Soilborne Pests in the Southeast 
USA 
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FY 2011 

Institution; Location 

Amount 

Title 

Mississippi State U.; MI 

499,701 

Evaluation of methyl bromide 
alternatives for their efficacy 
at controlling pests of dry cured 
ham and aged cheese products 

Arkansas State U.; AR 

450, 502 

Integrated Pest Management 

Programs to Reduce Reliance on 
Methyl Bromide Fumigation in Rice 
Mills 

U. of Florida; FL 

272,226 

Multi-state investigation into 
odor abatement and reduced 
application rates of a carbonated 
fumigant, dimethyl disulfide 

Total 

1.894.222 



FY 2012 

Institution; Location 

Amount 

Title 

Pennsylvania State U.; PA 

477,265 

Dielectric Heating as an 
Alternative Phytosanitary 

Treatment to Methyl Bromide for 
Quarantine and Preshipment of 

Wood in International Trade 

Michigan State U.; MI 

181, 403 

Methyl Bromide Transition 
Strategies for Fresh Market 
Vegetable Production in Regions 
with Temperate Climate and Narrow 
Growing Window 

U. of Florida; FL 

360, 185 

Improving the efficacy of Methyl 
Bromide Alternatives for small 
fruit and vegetable production in 
Florida 

U. of Tennessee; TN 

421,084 

Overcoming Obstacles to Adoption 
of Anaerobic Soil Disinfestation 

Regents of the U. of 

California; CA 

455, 000 

Implementing Anaerobic Soil 
Disinfestation for soilborne 
disease control in Strawberries 
and Apple Nurseries 

Total 

1.894,937 
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FY 2013 

Institution; Location 

Amount 

Title 

Regents of the U. of 

California; CA 

331,775 

Integrated fumigant and non- 
fumigant soil disinfestation 
systems for flower and strawberry 

Kansas State U-; KS 

500,000 

Evaluation of New Strategies and 
Tactics to Manage Insect Pests in 
Mills 

Kansas State U.; KS 

479, 946 

Developing IPM with Methyl 

Bromide Alternatives for 

Protecting Southern Dry-Cured Ham 

Regents of the U. of Idaho; ID 

436, 530 

Overcoming Obstacles to Adoption 
of Anaerobic Soil Disinfestation 

Total 

1.748,251 



Organic Transition Program 

FY 2009 

Institution; Location 

Amount 

Title 

North Carolina State U.; NC 

$658,769 

Water Quality Evaluation of Long- 
Term Organic & Conventional 
Vegetable Production 

Ohio State U. Research 
Foundation; OH 

659,527 

Impacts of Organic Animal 
Production Systems on Water 

Quality & Quantity in Ohio 

Iowa State U.; IA 

433,568 

Enhancing Farmland Water Quality 
and Availability 

Total 

1,751. 864 



FY 2010 

Institution; Location 


Title 

U. of Wisconsin; WI 

$436,894 

Impact of Organic Management on 
Dairy Animal Health 

U. of Wyoming; WY 

700,000 

Solid Caron & Nitrogen Dynamics 

U. of Illinois; IL 

649, 883 

Organic Systems & Climate Change 

Iowa State U.; IA 

691, 969 

Effect of Cover Crops, Soil 
Amendments & Reduced Tillage on 
Carbon Sequestration 

U. Of New Hampshire; NH 

700,000 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions in the 
Transition from Traditional to 
Organic Dairy Farming 

U. of Florida; FL 

624, 148 

Environmental & Economic Costs of 
Transitioning to Organic 

Production 

Texas AgriLife Extension 

697,012 

Integrating Community College 

Service; TX 


Students & Organic Farmers 

North Carolina State U.; NC 

251, 161 

Evaluating the Potential of 

Winter Cover Crops for Carbon 
Sequestration in Degraded Soils 

Total 

4,751.067 
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FY 201.1 

Institution; Location 

Amount 

Title 

U. of Maryland; MD 

403,777 

Cover Crop and Tillage impact on 
Soil Quality, Greenhouse Gas 
Emission, Pests, and Economics of 
Fields Transitioning to Organic 
Farming 

Washington State U.; WA 

745,493 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Soil 
Quality in Long-term Integrated 
and Transitional Reduced Tillage 
Organic Systems 

Michigan State CJ.; MI 

749, 106 

Effect of Cover Crops on Nitrous 
Oxide Emissions, Nitrogen 
Availability & Carbon 

Accumulation in Organic vs. 
Conventionally Managed Systems 

U. of Missouri Bradford 

Research and Extension; MO 

742,217 

Identification of Factors 

Affecting Carbon Sequestration 
and Nitrous Oxide Emission in 

Three Organic Cropping Systems 

Montana State U.; MT 

742,907 

Reducing tillage intensity in 
organic crop systems: ecological 
and economic impacts of targeted 
sheep grazing on cover crops, 
weeds & soil 

North Carolina State U.; NC 

399,745 

Evaluating the potential of 
winter cover crops for carbon 
sequestration in degraded soils 
transitioning to organic 
production 

North Dakota State U.; ND 

736, 244 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Soil 
Quality in long-term integrated 
and transitional reduced tillage 
organic systems 

Total 

4.519.489 



FY 2012 

Institution; Location 

Amount 

Title 

Washington State U.; WA 

695,078 

Role of Mixed Crop-Livestock 
Systems in Transitioning to 

Dryland Organic Farming in the 
Pacific North-West 

U. of Maryland; MD 

716, 773 

Agricultural Greenhouse Warming 
Potential and Soil Carbon 
Sequestration in Organic and Long 
Term Rotational Systems 

North Carolina State U.; NC 

371,834 

Assessing the greenhouse gas 
mitigation potential of organic 
systems in the Southeast 

Cornell U.; NY 

676,385 

Optimizing cover crop selection 
and management to enhance 
agronomic and environmental 
services in organic cropping 
systems 
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FY 2012 

Institution; Location 

Amount 

Title 

Ohio State U.; OH 

749, 170 

Assessing, Modeling, and 

Maximizing Ecosystem Services in 
Long-term Organic and 

Transitioning Farming Systems 

Texas AgriLife Research & 
Extension Center at Beaumont; 

TX 

255,004 

Improving Soil Quality, C 
Sequestration, and Mitigating 
Greenhouse Gas Emission in 

Organic Rice Production 

U. of Maryland; MD 

332,716 

Cover Crop and Tillage Impact on 
Soil Quality, Greenhouse Gas 
Emission, Pests, and Economics of 
Fields Transitioning to Organic 
Farming 

Total 

3.796, 960 



FY 2013 

Institution; Location 

Amount 

Title 

U. of Texas - Pan American; TX 

247,491 

Subtropical Organic Agriculture 
Research (SOAR) Program: A 
Participatory Academic Program to 
Fille Knowledge Gaps for Organic 
Farmers 

Washington State U.; WA 

749, 661 

BAN PestS: Biodiversity and 

Natural Pest Suppression 

Michigan State U.; MI 

464,482 

Organic management of fire blight 
in a post-antibiotic era: 
developing, evaluating, & 
delivering options for apples 
grown in humid climates 

U. of Florida; FL 

460, 937 

Improvement and Implementation of 
Organic Pecan Systems in the 
Southeastern US 

Regents of the U. of 

Minnesota; MN 

718,225 

Principles for Transitioning to 
Organic Farming: e-Learning 
Materials and Decision Case 

Studies for Educators 

North Carolina State U; NC 

370, 749 

Assessing the greenhouse gas 
mitigation potential of organic 
systems in the Southeast 

Texas AgriLife Research & 
Extension Center at Beaumont; 

TX 

471, 888 

Cover Crop and Tillage Impact on 
Soil Quality, Greenhouse Gas 
Emission, Pests, and Economics of 
Fields Transitioning to Organic 
Farming 

Total 

3,483, 433 
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International Science and 
Education Grants 

FY 2009 

Institution; Location 

Amount 

Title 

Purdue U.; IN 

$149, 746 

Multicultural Perspectives on 
Sustainable Agriculture 

Cornell U.; NY 

149,355 

Enhancing Water Sustainability in 
a Water Scare Region in Africa 

Pennsylvania State U.; PA 

149, 993 

Ag 2 Africa 

U. of Georgia: GA 

87, 095 

Croatia Agriculture Research & 
Educational Exchange 

U. of Rhode Island; RI 

149,723 

Biodiversity Certification Models 

Alabama A&M U. 

149, 958 

Strengthen Minority in Global 
Perspectives 

North Carolina A&T State U.; 

NC 

149,261 

Enhancing the International 
Agricultural Campus 

Oregon State U.; OR 

149, 999 

Proposal to Create a Quarter 

Abroad Program at Universidad 
Austral de Chile 

Rutgers, The State U. of New 
Jersey; NJ 

149, 955 

Integrating Teaching, Research & 
Extension in the Supply Chain of 
the Lentil Industry 

Texas Tech U.; TX 

149, 572 

Economic Research, Education & 
Outreach on the US & Brazilian 
Cotton Industries 

Michigan State U.; MI 

143, 849 

Michigan-French Partnership to 
Strengthen Global Competence in 

Ag & Tourism 

Texas A&M U.; TX 

149, 999 

Research, Education & Extension 
Program for Sustainable Manure 
Management Practices, Learning 
from the Belgian Model 

West Texas A&M U.; TX 

106, 400 

West Texas International Program 
in Systems Agriculture & 
Environmental Science 

West Virginia U. ; WV 

125, 187 

Formalizing International Natural 
Resource Learning 

U. of Minnesota; MN 

148,871 

Food Safety & Food Defense in the 
Americas 

U. of Missouri; MO 

139, 905 

Enhance International 
collaboration in Food Safety 
Education & Research to Combat 

Food Contamination through the 
Global Food Chain 

Kansas State U.; KS 

140, 370 

Understanding International 
Consumer Needs & Testing 

Strategies for Food Product 
Development 

Mississippi State U.; MS 

149,825 

US-China Partnership 

Clemson U . ; SC 

149, 546 

International Collaboration to 
Understand Molecular Mechanisms 
of Vegetative/Reproductive 
Transition in Gymnosperms 

Tuskegee U.; AL 

145,119 

Strengthening Global Competence 
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International Science and 
Education Grants 

FY 2009 

Institution; Location 

Amount 

Title 



of Veterinary & Graduate Students 

Auburn U , ; AL 

15,427 

Sharpening US Global Agriculture 
Competitiveness via American- 
Spanish Research, Education & 
Extension 

Total 

2,849, 155 



FY 2010 

Institution; Location 

Amount 

Title 

Cornell U.; NY 

$149, 764 

The Global Agriculture Network 

North Carolina AST State U.; 

NC 

149, 973 

Enhancing US agribusiness 

Expansion to Emerging Markets 

Southern U. & A&M College; LA 

150,000 

Strengthening the Global 

Competence of Minority Students 

Purdue Q. ; IN 

150,000 

Sub-Saharan Context for 
Internationalizing Crop, Soil, & 
Environmental Science Curricula 

U. of Wyoming; WY 

149, 911 

Opportunities for Education & 
Research Enhancements through 
Partnerships with New Zealand 

U. of Florida; FL 

150,000 

International Alliance for 
Functional Food Research, 

Education, & Extension 

East Carolina U.; NC 

148, 456 

Strengthening the Global 

Competence of Faculty & Students 
through Partnership with China 

U. of Arizona; AZ 

149, 258 

Building Global Access to 
Sustainable Rangeland Management 
Resources for Research, Teaching, 
and Extension 

Auburn U . ; AL 

134, 560 

Sharpening US Global Agriculture 
Competitiveness via American- 
Spanish Research, Education & 
Extension 

U. of Nevada, Reno; NV 

149, 997 

Global Changes in Arid Ecosystems 

Michigan State U.; MI 

149, 975 

Globalization of Food Systems 
Training Programs for Veterinary 
Students 

Colorado State U.; CO 

149, 899 

International Research & 

Education Collaboration with 

India and China in Agriculture & 
Precision Agriculture 

Clemson U.; SC 

148,058 

Enhancing the Sustainability of 
Livestock Production Systems on 
the Southeastern US 

U. of California; CA 

147, 454 

Water Sustainability in Desert 
Agriculture 

U. Kentucky; KY 

150, 000 

Globalizing Agricultural 

Education 
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FY 2010 

Institution; Location 

Amount 

Title 

U. 

of Georgia; GA 

150,000 

TransAitantic Precision 

Agriculture Consortium 

Iowa State U.; IA 

149, 879 

Preparing Current & Future Food 
and Ag Professionals for the US 
and China-Led Global Economy 

0. 

of Wisconsin; WI 

149, 940 

Understanding & Mitigating 

Potential Food Safety Risks on 
Dairy Farms in Kosovo and the US 

a. 

of Delaware; DE 

150,000 

Agriculture's Global Challenges ] 

u. 

of Missouri; MO 

12, 539 

Internationalization of Forestry, 
Education, Research & Extension: 

US - Costa Rica Cooperation 


Total 

2,839. 663 



FY 2011 

Institution; Location 

Amount 

Title 

Board of Regents, U. of 

Nebraska Lincoln; NE 

149,579 

It's All About TEF: 
Internationalizing Teaching, 
Extension and Farming Research in 
Ethiopia 

Rutgers, State U. of New 

Jersey; NJ 

98, 937 

Adaptation to Climate Change in 
Agriculture: Experience and 

Lessons from China 

Curators of the U. of 

Missouri; MO 

136,365 

Internationalization of Forestry 
Education, Research and 

Extension: U.S. Costa Rica 

Cooperation 

George Mason U.; VA 

148, 264 

Enhancing Knowledgeable 
Agricultural Decision Support in 
Global Perspectives 

Kansas State U.; KS 

149, 663 

Raising the Global Intelligence 
Quotient of U.S. Workforce via 

Food Security and Agricultural 
Value Addition in Mozambique 

U. of Georgia; GA 

149, 801 

U.S. India Bioenergy Partnership 

U. of South Carolina; SC 

98,926 

U.S. China Joint Program on 
Forestry Biomass Utilization for 
Sustainable Materials and 
Nanotechnologies 

Total 
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Critical Issues-Plant and 

Animal Disease 

FY 2009 

Institution; Location 

Amount 

Title 

Colorado State U.; CO 

$15,300 

Monitoring for Thousand Cankers 
Disease of Juglans in Western US 

Oregon State U„; OR 

7,132 

Rapid On-site Detection Method 
for Vibrio tubiashii in Shellfish 
Hatcheries 

U. of Florida; FL 

90, 000 

Improving Ambrosia Beetle 
Management by Understanding & 
Exploiting Beetle-host 

Interactions 

Rutgers, The State U. of New 
Jersey; NJ 

90,000 

Biology, Distribution & Pest 

Status of the Brown Marmorated 
Stink Bug in Agronomic, Fruit & 
Vegetable Crops, & Urban Areas 

Ohio State U.; OH 

90,000 

Determining the Distribution & 

Pest Status of the Trochanter 
Mealybug on Soybean 

U. of Florida; FL 

89,958 

Management Strategies for the Red 
Bay Ambrosia Beetle on Avocado 

Colorado State; CO 

172,307 

Management of Agricultural 

Animals in a Radiological or 
Nuclear Incident 

Texas A&M U.; TX 

127,620 

Effective Contamination Detection 
for Livestock following a 
Radiological Event 

Total 

682,317 



FY 2010 

Institution; Location 

Amount 

Title 

Virginia Polytechnic Institute 
& State U.; VA 

$200, 000 

Development of DNA-based 

Nanoscale Optical Fiber Biosensor 
Assay to Detect Brucella 

Infections in Elk other Wildlife 

U. of Florida; FL 

131,122 

Determining Host & Geographic 
Ranges of Groundnut Ringspot 

Virus in US Tomatoes 

U. of Hawaii; HI 

109, 955 

Post-harvest Management of Slugs 
& Snails Potentially Carrying 

Rate Lungworm in Hawaii 

U. of California; CA 

124,296 

Host Susceptibility, Geographic 
Distribution, & Management of the 
Invasive Bagrada Bud in the US 

Oklahoma State U.; OK 

113,649 

Time-critical Assessment of 
Potential Distribution of the 
Bagrada Bug 

Total 

679,022 
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Homeland Security 
Recipient 

Fiscal 

Year 2009 

Fiscal 

Year 2010 

Title 

Cornell U. 

984,410 

830, 000 

Northeast Plant Diagnostic 
Network 

Michigan State U. 

830,350 

942,780 

North Central Plant Diagnostic 
Network 

Purdue U . 

248,250 

250,000 

National Database/National 
Network; Diagnostic Center 

U. of California 

830,350 

830, 000 

Western Regional Center in the 
National Diagnostic Network 

Murray State U. 

50, 000 

50, 000 

National Animal Health 
Laboratory Network Georgia 
National Animal Health 

U. of Georgia 

298,000 

298,000 

Georgia National Animal Health 
Laboratory Network Program 

Wyoming State 

Veterinary Laboratory 

50,000 

50, 000 

National Animal Health 
Laboratory Network 

Utah State U. 

50,000 

50,000 

National Animal Health 
Laboratory Network 

U. of Florida 

830,350 

830, 000 

Southern Plant Diagnostic 
Network 

Kansas State U. 

830,350 

830,000 

Great Plains Diagnostic 

Network 

AZ Board of Regents, U. 
of Arizona 

298,000 

298,000 

National Animal Health 
Laboratory Network 

State of Tennessee, 

Dept of Agriculture 

50,000 

50, 000 

National Animal Health 
Laboratory Network 

U. of Nebraska 

50,000 

50, 000 

Further Integration of the 
Nebraska Vet., Diagnostic 

Ctr., into the Nat'l Animal 
Health Laboratory Network 

U. of California 

308,000 

298,000 

National Animal Health 
Laboratory Network 

Washington State U. 

308,000 

308,000 

Washington Animal Health 

Disease Diagnostic Laboratory 

Cornell U. 

298,000 

298,000 

National Animal Health 
Laboratory Network 

U. of Minnesota 

50,000 

50,000 

National Animal Health 
Laboratory Network 

U. of Wisconsin-Madison 

298,000 

298,000 

National Animal Health 
Laboratory Network 

Iowa State U. of 
Science/Tech 

298,000 

298,000 

National Animal Health 
Laboratory Network 

Colorado State U. 

298,000 

298,000 

National Animal Health 
Laboratory Network 

Purdue U. 

50, 000 

50,000 

National Animal Health 
Laboratory Network 

Purdue U. 

485,000 

499,000 

EDEN Homeland Security 
Initiative 

Oregon State U. 

50,000 

50, 000 

National Animal Health 
Laboratory Network 

Mississippi State U. 

50, 000 

50,000 

National Animal Health 
Laboratory Network 

Ohio Department of 

50, 000 

50,000 

ODA NAHLN Supplemental 
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Homeland Security 
Recipient 

Fiscal 

Year 2009 

Fiscal 

Year 2010 

Title 

Agriculture 



Agreement for IT and Equipment 
Support 

Louisiana State U. 

298,000 

298, 000 

National Animal Health 
Laboratory Network 

Kansas State U. 

50, 000 

50, 000 

National Animal Health 
Laboratory Network 

South Dakota State U. 

50, 000 

50,000 

National Animal Health 
Laboratory Network 

Florida Dept, of 
Agriculture/ Consumer 
Service 

298,000 

298, 000 

Homeland Security-Agricultural 

NC Departmnet of 
Agriculture/ Consumer 
Service 

298,000 

298, 000 

National Animal Health 
Laboratory Network 

New Jerse Department of 
Agriculture 

50,000 

50, 000 

National Animal Health 
Laboratory Network 

Texas Veterinary 

Medical Diagnostic Lab 

298,000 

298,000 

National Animal Health 
Laboratory Network 

New Mexico Department 
of Agriculture 

50,000 

50, 000 

New Mexico ALIRT Program 

Michigan State U. 

50, 000 

50, 000 

National Animal Health 
Laboratory Network 

Pennsylvania Deparmtne 
of Agriculture 

50,000 

50,000 

National Animal Health 
Laboratory Network 

Total 

9. 435. 060 

9,397.780 



Homeland Security 
Recipient 

Fiscal 

Year 2011 

Fiscal 

Year 2012 

Title 

U. of Georgia Research 
Foundation, Inc. 

182, 000 

182,000 

(NAKLN) National Animal Health 
Laboratory Network, GA 

Arizona Board of 

Regents, U. of Arizona 

182,000 

182,000 

National Animal Health 
Laboratory Network: AZ 

University of 

Wi scons in-Madison 

182,000 

182, 000 

NAHLN WI : 2011 

Ohio Department of 
Agriculture 

31,000 

31,000 

ODA NAHLN supplemental 
agreement for IT and equipment 
support 

State of Tennessee, 

USDA 

31, 000 

31, 000 

NAHLN 

Texas Veterinary 

Medical Diagnostic 
Laboratory 

182,000 

182, 000 

National Animal Health 
Laboratory Network (NAHLN) for 
the Food and Agriculture 

Defense Initiative 

Oregon State 

University 

31,000 

31,000 

NAHLN: OR 

South Dakota State U. 

31,000 

31, 000 

NAHLN: SD 

Board of Regents, U. 
of Nebraska Lincoln 

31,000 

31, 000 

Further Integration of the 
Nebraska Veterinary Diagnostic 
Center into the National 

Animal Health 
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Homeland Security 
Recipient 

Fiscal 

Year 2011 

Fiscal 

Year 2012 

Title 

Florida Department of 
Agriculture and 

Consumer Services 

182,000 

182,000 

Homeland Security Agriculture 

Purdue U. 

304,575 

305,000 

EDEN Homeland Security 
Initiative VI: Strengthening 
EDEN' s Role in Homeland 

Security, Food Ag Defense, and 
All-Hazard Education 

North Carolina 

Department of 

Agriculture & Consumer 
Services 

182,000 

182,000 

NAHLN : NC 

Utah State U. 

31,000 

31,000 

NAHLN : UT 

Colorado State 

University 

182,000 

182, 000 

NAHLN: CO Animal Health 
Diagnostic Laboratory 2011- 
2012 

Cornell University 

182, 000 

182,000 

National Animal Health 
Laboratory Network: NY 

U. of Wyoming 

31,000 

31,000 

NAHLN Testing University of 
Wyoming, Wyoming State 
Veterinary Laboratory 

Washington State U. 

182, 000 

182,000 

Washington Animal Disease 
Diagnostic Laboratory 
Participation as a Core 
Laboratory in the National 
Animal Health Laboratory 

Network 

U. of Minnesota 

31,000 

31,000 

NAHLN: MN 

Pennsylvania, USDA 

31,000 

31,000 

NAHLN: PA 

New Jersey, USDA 

31,000 

31,000 

NAHLN NJ 

Mississippi State U. 

31,000 

31,000 

NAHLN: MS 

Purdue U. 

31, 000 

31, 000 

NAHLN Laboratory Network for 
the Food and Agriculture 

Defense Initiative 

Regents, U. of 
California, Davis 

182,000 

182, 000 

NAHLN: CA 

Louisiana State U. 

182,000 

182, 000 

NAHLN: LA 

Michigan State U. 

31, 000 

31,000 

NAHLN: MI 

Murray State U. 

31, 000 

31, 000 

NAHLN: KY 

Iowa State U. of 

Science and Technology 

182,000 

182,000 

NAHLN: I A 

New Mexico State U. 

31,000 

31, 000 

New Mexico Agriculture 

Livestock Incident Response 

Team 

Kansas State U. 

31,000 

31,000 

NAHLN: KS 

Cornell U. 

500,000 

500, 000 

Northeast Plant Diagnostic 
Network 

Purdue U. 

175,000 

175,000 

NPDN National 

Database/National Network of 
Diagnostic Centers 

Michigan State U. 

575,425 

575, 940 

North Central Plant Diagnostic 
Network 

U. of Florida 

500,000 

500,000 

Southern Plant Diagnostic 
Network 
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Homeland Security 
Recipient 

Fiscal 

Year 2011 

Fiscal 

Year 2012 

Title 

Regents of the U. of 
California 

500,000 

500,000 

Western Regional Center in the 
National Plant Diagnostic 
Network 

Kansas State U. 

500,000 

500, 000 

Great Plains Diagnostic 

Network 

Total 

5,735,000 

5, 735, 940 



Homeland Security 
Recipient 

Fiscal 

Year 2013 

Title 

U. of Georgia Research 
Foundation, Inc. 

166, 000 

(NAHLN) National Animal Health Laboratory 
Network, GA 

Kansas State U. 

30,000 

National Animal Health Laboratory 

Network: KS 

Michigan State U. 

520,400 

North Central Plant Diagnostic Network: 

MI 

Purdue U. 

175,000 

NPDN National Database/National Network 
of Diagnostic Centers, IN 

Mississippi State U. 

30,000 

NAHLN; MS 

State of Tennessee, 
Department of 
Agriculture 

30,000 

National Animal Health Laboratory Network 
(NAHLN) ; TN 

North Carolina 

Department of 
Agriculture & Consumer 
Services 

166, 000 

NAHLN: NC 

WSU CVM Animal Health 
Center 

166,000 

Washington Animal Disease Diagnostic 
Laboratory Participation as a Core 
Laboratory in the National Animal Health 
Laboratory Network: WA 

Oregon State U. 

30,000 

NAHLN: OR 

U. of E'lorida Board of 
Trustees 

452,400 

Southern Plant Diagnostic Network: FL 

Regents of the U. of 
California 

452, 400 

Western Regional Center in the National 
Plant Diagnostic Network: CA 

Cornell U. 

487,400 

Regional Center Plant Diagnostic 

Facility; NY 

Kansas State U. 

452,400 

Great Plains Plant Diagnostic Network; KS 

Colorado State U. 

166,000 

NAHLN: CO Animal Health Diagnostic 
Laboratory 2013-2014 

Utah State U. 

30,000 

Utah Veterinary Diagnostic Laboratory's 
participation in the NAHLN: UT 

Michigan State U. 

30,000 

NAHLN: MI 

Board of Regents of 
the University of 
Wisconsin System 

166,000 

NAHLN: WI 

South Dakota State U. 

30,000 

NAHLN: SD National Animal Health 

Laboratory Network: SD 

Florida Department of 
Agriculture and 

Consumer Service 

166, 000 

Homeland Security Agriculture 

Board of Regents, U. 

30,000 

Continued Integration of the Nebraska 
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Homeland Security- 
Recipient 

Fiscal 

Year 2013 

Title 

of Nebraska, U. of 
Nebraska- Lincoln 


Veterinary Diagnostic Center (VDC) into 
the National Animal Health Network: NE 

U. of Wyoming 

30,000 

NAHLN Testing — U. of Wyoming, Wyoming 
State Veterinary Laboratory: WY 

Purdue U . 

30, 000 

NAHLN Laboratory Network for the Food and 
Agriculture Defense Initiative: NY 

Texas A&M Veterinary 
Medical Diagnostic 
Laboratory 

166,000 

National Animal Health Laboratory Network 
(NAHLN) for the Food and Agriculture 
Defense Initiative: TX 

Regents of the U. of 
Minnesota 

30,000 

Development of Automated Systems for 
Sequence Analysis and Reporting 

Pennsylvania 

Department of 
Agriculture 

30,000 

NAHLN : PA 

Cornell U. 

166,000 

NAHLN: NY 

Arizona Board of 

Regents, U. of Arizona 

166, 000 

NAHLN: AZ 

Ohio Department of 
Agriculture 

30,000 

ODA NAHLN Supplemental agreement for IT 
and equipment support 

Murray State U. 

30,000 

NAHLN: KY 

Louisiana State U. and 
A&M College 

166,000 

National Animal Health Laboratory Network 
- NAHLN: LA 

New Jersey Department 
of Agriculture 

30,000 

NAHLN: NJ 

Regents of the U. of 
California 

166, 000 

NAHLN: CA 

Iowa State U. of 

Science and Technology 

166, 000 

National Animal Health Laboratory Network 
Activities for Iowa State University; IA 

Regents of New Mexico 
State U. 

30, 000 

NM ALIRT (NM Ag/Livestock Incident 

Response Team) ; NM 

Purdue U. 

284,030 

Homeland Security Initiative VI: 
Strengthening EDEN's Role in Homeland 
Security, Food and Ag Defense, and All 
Hazard Education; IN 

Total 

5,296,030 



Organic Research and 
Extension Initiative 

FY 2009 

Institution; Location 

Amount 

Title 

Cornell U.; NY 

$894,069 

Summer Cover Crops for Weed Suppression 
and Soil Quality in Organic Vegetable 
Production in the Great Lakes Region 

Iowa State U. of 

Science and Technology; 
IA 

1,047,024 

Sustainable Systems for Cucurbit Crops 
on Organic Farms 

The U. of Vermont and 
State Agricultural 
College; VT 

946, 675 

Using New Alternatives to Enhance 
Adoption of Organic Apple Production 
through Integrated Research and 

Extension 

Washington State U.; WA 

4 6,794 

No-till organic vegetable production in 
western Washington: A Planning Proposal 

Regents of the 

University of 

38,466 

Integrated Organic Dairy Research and 
Extension planning 




604 


Organic Research and 
Extension Initiative 

FY 2009 

Institution; Location 

Amount 

Title 

Minnesota; MN 



Michigan State U.; MI 

1,049,674 

Practical Perennials: Partnering with 
farmers to develop a new type of wheat 
crop 

North Carolina State 

U.; NC 

1,174, 942 

Farmer Driven Breeding: Addressing the 
Needs of Southeastern Organic Field 

Crop Producers 

Utah State U.; UT 

637,519 

Organic Stone-Fruit Production: 

Optimizing Water Use, Fertility, Pest 
Management, Fruit Quality and Economics 

Cornell U.; NY 

1,431,591 

Building on success: a research and 
extension initiative to increase the 
prosperity of organic grain and 
vegetable farms 

Organic Seed Alliance; 

WA 

46,281 

The Seed We Need Working Group, 

Symposium, and Action Plan for the 
Advancement of Organic Seed Systems 

U. of Guam; GU 

41, 616 

Training Conference to Develop 
Certification Inspectors to Enable 
organic Agriculture on Guam and the 
American Affiliated Pacific 

Sustainable 

Agricultural Systems 

Lab; MD 

759,480 

On-Farm Research and Extension to 
support Sustainable Nutrient Management 
of Organic Grain Cropping Systems in 
the Mid-Atlantic Region 

U. of Maine System 
acting through the U. 
of Maine; ME 

1,320,378 

Enhancing farmers capacity to produce 
high quality organic bread wheat 

Oregon State U.; OR 

522, 108 

Northern Organic Vegetable Improvement 
Cooperative 

U. of Nebraska, 

Lincoln; NE 

1,419,710 

Improving Organic Farming Systems and 
Assessing their Environmental Impacts 
across Agroecoregions 

Pennsylvania State U.; 

PA 

538,415 

Improving Weed and Insect Management in 
Organic Reduced - Tillage Cropping 
Systems 

Washington State U.; WA 

410, 077 

Plant breeding and agronomic research 
for organic hop production systems 

U. of Hawaii; HI 

47,500 

Hua Ka Hua - Restore Our Seed: A 
symposium to develop a Hawaii Public 

Seed Initiative 

The Ohio State U. 
Research Foundation; OH 

1,089, 190 

Enhancing Productivity and Soilborne 
Disease Control in Intensive Organic 
Vegetable Production with Mixed - 
Species Green Manures 

U. of Hawaii; HI 

351,028 

Vermicompost - based media to enhance 
organic vegetable seedling vigor, 
yield, crop quality and grower 
profitability 

Regents of the U. of 
California; CA 

372, 135 

Researcher and Farmer Innovation to 
Increase Nutrient Cycling on Organic 
Farms 
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Organic Research and 
Extension Initiative 

FY 2009 

Institution; Location 

Amount 

Title 

Washington State U.; WA 

1, 040,210 

Sustainable Dryland Organic Farming 
Systems in the pacific Northwest 

The Ohio State U.; OR 

470,696 

Mental models and participatory 
research to redesign extension 
programming for organic weed management 

Board of Regents, U. of 
Nebraska, U. of NE - 
Lincoln; NE 

69,806 

High Pressure Processing of natural, 
Organic, and Minimally-Processed Peanut 
Butter 

The Board of Regents of 
the UW System; WI 

541,172 

Organic Certified Seed Potato 

Production in the Midwest 

Oregon State 

University; OR 

317, 182 

eOrganic: the National Online 

Information, Training, and Networking 
System for Organic Agriculture 

U. of Wyoming; WY 

574,621 

Marketing opportunities and constraints 
confronting organic farming operations 
in the high plains 

Total 

$17,198,359 



FY 2010 

Institution; Location 

Amount 

Title 

U. of Wisconsin, 

Madison; WI 

$574, 621 

Strategies of Pasture Supplementation on 
Organic and Conventional Grazing Dairies: 
Assessment of Economic, Production and 
Environment Outcomes 

Utah State U.; UT 

1,019,411 

Improved Organic Milk Production through the 
Use of the Condensed Tannin-Containing Forage 
Legume Birdsfoot Trefoil 

Texas A&M 0.; TX 

661,437 

Development of Cultivars and IPM Strategies 
for Organic Cotton Production 

US DA, Agricultural 

Research Service, 

Southern Plains Area; TX 

967, 916 

A systems Approach to Control 

Gastrointestinal Nematodes in Organic Small 
Ruminant Production 

Farmers .Legal Action 

Group, Inc. ; MN 

109,200 

Farmers Legal Action Group Production of an 
Organic Farmers Guide to Contracts 

Michigan State U . ; MI 

963,762 

Organic Dry Bean Production Systems 

Michigan State U.; MI 

188,531 

Holistic Integration of Organic Strategies 
and High Tunnels for Midwest /Great Lakes 

Fruit Production 

Purdue U.; IN 

1,288,010 

Economics, Ecology, Education: An Integrated 
Approach to Ensure the Success of Organic 
Vegetable Growers 

South Dakota State U. ; 

SD 

43, 809 

Sustainable Organic Tribal Bison Production 
Using an Intra-Tribai Supply Chain Management 
System: A planning Grant Proposal 

The University of 

Georgia Research 
Foundation, Inc.; GA 

45,713 

Low Energy Agro-Ecological Farming (LEAF) 

USDA, Agricultural 
Research Service, 

Midwest Area; CO 

49, 666 

Environmental sustainability of Organic 

Farming Systems: On-Farm, Experimental, and 
Watershed Assessments 

University of New 

31,372 

Research and Extension Needs Assessment of 
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FY 2010 

Institution; Location 

Amount 

Title 

Hampshire; NH 


the Organic Dairy Industry in the Northeast 

Oregon State U.; OR 

2, 428, 677 

Organic Blackberry Production Systems for 
Improved Yield, Fruit Quality, and Food 

Safety in Fresh and Processed Markets 

Regents of the U. of 

Idaho; ID 

108,815 

Host plant choice of Colorado potato beetle 
and variation in defoliation and yield losses 
among organically grown commercial potato 
varieties 

The U. of Vermont and 
State Agricultural 

College; VT 

759, 516 

Development of Tech. Training and Support for 
Ag. Service Providers & Farmers in Certified 
Organic Dairy Production Systems through 
eOrganic 

The U. of Arizona; AZ 

950,514 

Improving the Safety and Quality of Organic 
Leafy Greens: Assessment of Good production 
Practices Along the Farm to Fork Continuum 

U. of Maryland; MD 

526,781 

Using winter cover crops to enhance the 
organic vegetable industry in the mid- 
Atlantic region 

Washington State U.; WA 

1,538,115 

Carbon Sequestration, Nutrient 

Bioavailability, and Environmental Services 
from Organic Agriculture 

West Virginia U.; WV 

31,344 

Organic Sheep and Goats: Herd Health and 
Nutrition Planning Proposal for the Northeast 
US 2010 

U. of Minnesota; MN 

1, 273, 250 

Tools for Organic Transition: Financial Data 
and Educational Resources for Farmers and 
Agricultural Professionals 

The U. of Tennessee; TN 

50, 000 

Pasteurization of High Quality Organic Fruit 
and Vegetable Juices using Nonthermal 
LTechnoIogies 

The Board of Regents of 
the UW System; WI 

658,735 

Crop Plant Nutrition and Insect Response in 
Organic Field Crop Production: Linking 

Farmer Observation to University Research and 
Extension 

Iowa State U.; I A 

2, 864,478 

Strengthening public corn breeding to ensure 
that organic farmers have access to elite 
cultivars 

Pennsylvania State U.; 

PA 

678,797 

Improving Weed and Insect Management in 

Organic Reduced-Tillage Cropping Systems 

Oregon State U.; OR 

620,066 

Northern Organic Vegetable Improvement 
Collaborative (NOVIC) 

The Ohio State U.; OH 

684,496 

Mental Models and Participatory Research to 
Redesign Extension Programming for Organic 

Weed Management 

Total 

$19. 117.032 



FY 2011 

Institution; Location 

Amount 

Title 

Regents of U. of 
Minnesota; MN 

380,923 

Improving Soybean and Dry Bean Varieties and 
Rhizobia for Organic Systems 

U. of New Hampshire; NH 

2,863, 915 

Assisting Organic Dairy Producers to Meet the 
Demands of New and Emerging Milk Markets 
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FY 2011 

Institution; Location 

Amount 

Title 

US DA, ARS; TX 

640,605 

Use of Natural Strategies to Alleviate 

Enteric Pathogens in Organic Poultry 

Pennsylvania State U.; 

PA 

2,296, 803 

Finding the Right Mix: Multifunctional Cover 
Crop Cocktails for Organic Systems 

USDA-ARS-MWA; CO 

2,097,770 

Carrot Improvement for Organic Agriculture 
with added Grower and Consumer Value 

Oregon State U. ; OR 

475, 835 

Development of non-antibiotic programs for 
fire blight control in organic apple and pear 

Regents of U. of 
California; CA 

2,608,205 

Collaborative Research and Extension Network 
for Sustainable Organic Production Systems in 
Coastal California 

Auburn U . ; AL 

881,829 

Development and Participatory Implementation 
of Integrated Organic Pest Management 
Strategies for Crucifer Vegetable Production 
in the South 

Northeast Organic 

Farming Association of 

New York, Inc.; NY' 

49, 663 

Northeast Organic Farming Research Symposium 

Washington State U.; WA 

45,239 

International Organic Fruit Symposium 

Downstream Strategies, 

LLC; WV 

50,000 

Overcoming the Market Barriers to Organic 
Production in West Virginia 

Tuskegee U.; AL 

49,886 

Organic Farming Planning Proposal for 

Research and Extension in Alabama 

Michigan State U.; MI 

45, 695 

Co-Creating Research and Extension Objectives 
for Organic Management of the Brown 

Marmorated Stink Bug 

New Mexico State U.; NM 

36,102 

Planning for Enhanced Economic Sustainability 
of Organic Peanut Farming in the Southwest 

Cornell U.; NY 

2,356,999 

Value-added grains for local and regional 
food systems 

Washington State U.; WA 

28,891 

Conference for Dryland Organic Agriculture in 
the Pacific Northwest: Addressing Constraints 
to Production, Economics & Sustainability 

Ohio State U.; OH 

896, 092 

Whole farm approach incorporating pasture 
raised organic poultry and a novel cereal 
grain (Naked Oats) into an organic rotation 

Oregon State U.; OR 

46, 580 

Western Regional Functional Agricultural 
Biodiversity Planning Grant 

Ohio State U.; OH 

651,407 

Mental Models and Participatory Research to 
Redesign Extension Programming for Organic 

Weed Management 

Pennsylvania State U.; 

PA 

670, 847 

Improving Weed and Insect Management in 

Organic Reduced-Tillage Cropping System 

Oregon State U.; OR 

626,728 

Northern Organic Vegetable Improvement 
Cooperative 

Michigan State U.; MI 

427, 961 

Holistic Integration of Organic Strategies 
and High Tunnels for Midwest /Great Lakes 

Fruit Production 

Arizona Board of 

Regents, U. of Arizona; 

AZ 

884,074 

Improving the safety and Quality of Organic 
Leafy Greens: Assessment of Good Production 
Practices along the Farm to Fork Continuum 

Total 

$19,112,049 
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FY 2012 

Institution; Location 

Amount 

Title 

Regents of U. of 

Minnesota; MN 

1,924, 693 

Strategies to Improve Profitability of 

Organic Dairy Herds in the Upper Midwest 

Rutgers - State U. of 

New Jersey; NJ 

2, 672,327 

Whole-Farm Organic Management of BMSB and 
Endemic Pentatomids through Behaviorally- 
Based Habitat Manipulation 

North Carolina State U.; 

NC 

1,262, 855 

Creating an Organic Plant Breeding Center 

Montana State U. ; MT 

1, 499, 815 

Targeted grazing to reduce tillage: 
Environmental, ecological, and economic 
assessment of reintegrating animal and crop 
production 

U. of Tennessee; TN 

1, 990, 879 

Alternative post-harvest washing solutions to 
enhance the microbial safety and quality of 
organic fresh produce 

Washington State U. ; WA 

1, 603, 653 

Developing adapted varieties and optimal 
management practices for quinoa in diverse 
environment s 

West Virginia U.; WV 

1,850,360 

Forage-based Parasite control in Sheep and 
Goats in the Northeast U.S. 

Cornell U. ; NY 

1, 962,562 

Addressing Critical Pest Management 

Challenges in Organic Cucurbit Production 

US DA, ARS; TX 

586,235 

Use of Natural Strategies to Alleviate 

Enteric Pathogens in Organic Poultry 

Regents of U. of 

Minnesota; MN 

1,069, 999 

Improving Soybean and Dry Bean varieties and 
Rnizobia for Organic Systems 

Arizona Board of 

Regents, U. of Arizona; 

AZ 

1,072,766 

Improving the Safety and Quality of Organic 
Leafy Greens: Assessment of Good Production 
Practices Along the Farm to Fork Continuum 

Oregon State U.; OR 

539,344 

Northern Vegetable Improvement Collaborative 

Ohio State U.; OH 

420,636 

Mental Models and Participatory Research to 
Redesign Extension Programming for Organic 

Weed Management 

Pennsylvania State U.; 

PA 

659,220 

Improving Weed and Insect Management in 

Organic Reduce-Tillage Cropping Systems 

Total 

19. 115.344 



Specialty Crop Research 
Initiative 

FY 2009 

Institution; Location 

Amount 

Title 

Washington State U. 
Agricultural Research 
Center; WA 

$1, 999,002 

Biodegradable Mulches for Specialty Crops 
Produced Under Protective Covers 

Washington State U.; WA 

1,821,721 

Agronomic and Biochemical Impacts of Biotic 
and Abiotic Stress on Pacific Northwest 

Flavor Crops 

Washington State U.; WA 

46, 146 

Development of a Smart Targeted Spray 
Application Technology Roadmap for 

Specialty Crops 
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Specialty Crop Research 
Initiative 

FY 2009 

Institution; Location 

Amount 

Title 

Washington State U.; WA 

474,115 

Tree Fruit GDR: Translating Genomics into 
Advances in Horticulture 

The Board of Trustees 
of the U. of Illinois; 

XL 

1, 951, 981 

Integrated Genomics and Management Systems 
for Control of Fire Blight 

Cornell U.; NY 

50,000 

Establishing a Broccoli Industry in the 
Eastern United States 

Cornell U.; NY 

50, 000 

Planning to Expand the New Knowledge Fusion 
Model: Spurring Innovations for Specialty 
Crops 

Cornell U.; NY 

49, 979 

Addressing Research and Extension Needs of 
the Emerging Cold-Climate Wine Industry in 
the Northeast and Upper Midwest 

Cornell U.; NY 

47,297 

Developing a Team to Address Major 
Viticultural, Enological & Market Driven 
Challenges to a Strong & Sustainable 

Eastern Wine Industry 

(J. of Georgia; GA 

774,581 

Advancing Onion Postharvest Handling 
Efficiency & Sustainability by Multimodal 
Quality Sensing, Disease Control, and Waste 
Stream Management 

Michigan State U.; MI 

1,831,469 

RosBREED-Enabling marker-assisted breeding 
in Rosaceae 

U. of Florida; FL 

1,894,904 

A multi-disciplinary approach to 
sustainability and profitability of US 
blueberry production using the tree-like 
species Vaccinium arboreum 

U. of Florida; FL 

23, 126 

Improving the profitability of blueberry 
production with a comprehensive precision 
agriculture program 

U. of Arkansas, 
Fayetteville; AR 

1, 463, 234 

Management of Virus Complexes in Ru'dus 

U. of Maine System 

Acting Through U, of 
Maine; ME 

1,023,805 

Systems Approach to Improving the 
Sustainability of Wild Blueberry Production 

Washington State U.; WA 

3,891,952 

A Total Systems Approach to Developing a 
Sustainable Stem-Free Sweet Cherry 

Production, Processing, and Marketing 

System 

Washington State U .; WA 

49, 479 

Placing Fruit Canopy Management Automation 
Technology in the Field 

U. of Maryland, College 
Park; MD 

5, 161, 495 

Precision Irrigation & Nutrient Mgmt . for 
Nursery, Greenhouse & Green Roof Systems: 
Wireless Sensor Networks for Feedback & 
Feedforward Cont 

Clemson U.; SC 

48,947 

Bridging Specialty Crop Producers & 
Institutional Food Purchasers: Distilling a 
Research & Extension Agenda in Support of 
Local Food Systems 

Colorado State U.; CO 

49, 949 

Planning Grant to Document the Health- 
Promoting Properties of Dry Beans and to 
Increase Consumption in the US 
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Specialty Crop Research 
Initiative 

FY 2009 

Institution; Location 

Amount 

Title 

Michigan State 0.; MI 

22,903 

Limiting bird damage to fruit crops: A 
planning program to identify research 
directions for the future 

0. of Florida; FL 

1,967,863 

Laurel Wilt of Avocado: Mitigation and 
Management of an Exotic, Insect-Vectored 
Disease 

US DA, ARS; PA 

559,531 

Manipulating Host - and Mate-Finding 

Behavior of Plum Curculio: Development of a 
Multi-Life Stage Management Strategy for a 

Key Fruit Pest 

USDA Agricultural 

Research Service; PA 

637,330 

"FasTrack" a revolutionary approach to long 
generation cycle specialty crop breeding 

USDA, Agricultural 
Research Service; CO 

1, 826,298 

Intelligent Spray Systems for Floral and 
Ornamental Nursery Crops 

Rutgers, The State U. 
of New Jersey; NJ 

1,503, 166 

Locally Grown Ethnic Greens & Herbs: Demand 
Assessment and Production Opportunities 

The Regents of the U. 
of California; CA 

3, 965, 999 

Increasing Consumption of Specialty Crops 
by Enhancing their Quality and Safety 

Texas AgriLife 
Research-Amarillo; TX 

3,900,889 

Management of Zebra Chip to Enhance 
Profitability and Sustainability of US 

Potato Production 

The Regents of the U. 
of California; CA 

1, 957, 835 

An invasive mealybug pest and an emerging 
viral disease: a dangerous mix for West 
coast vineyards 

Biological and 

Integrated Pest 

Management Research 

Unit; PA 

2, 381,759 

Development of comprehensive strategies to 
manage Potato Virus Y in potato and 
eradicate the tuber necrotic variants 

Mississippi State U.; 

MI 

422, 964 

Development of a Grape Community of 

Practice for the extension System 

Oregon State U.; OR 

1, 392, 933 

Expansion of hazelnut production, 
feedstock, and biofuel potential through 
breeding for disease resistance and 
climatic adaptation 

The Ohio State U.; OH 

49, 966 

Identifying stakeholder needs for 
establishing urban specialty crops 
enterprise 

Louisiana State 

University Agricultural 
Center; LA 

518,749 

Development of an extension Community of 
Practice (CoP) - All about Blueberries 

Louisiana State 

University Agricultural 
Center; LA 

2, 841, 987 

Participatory Modeling and Decision Support 
for Improving Sweetpotato Production 
Efficiency, Quality and Food Safety 

Total 

$46, 653,354 
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FY 2010 

Institution; Location 

Amount 

T-; tl<= 

Cornell U.; NY 

$50,000 

Development & Implementation of a National 
Web-Based Decision Support System for A.pple 

I PM 

Virginia Polytechnic 
Institute and State U.; 

VA 

2,729, 649 

Integrated management of zoosporic pathogens 
and irrigation water quality for a 
sustainable green industry 

USDA-ARS; CA 

1,483,438 

A diagnostic toolbox for integrated 
management of apple postharvest necrotic 
disorders 

Cornell U.; NY 

3, 172, 100 

Developing an Eastern Broccoli Industry 

Oklahoma State U.; OK 

30,000 

Defining Research and Extension Priorities 
for Pecan Production, Processing, Marketing 
and Consumer Utilization 

Regents of the U. of 
California; CA 

1, 549, 473 

Recurrent Migrations of Verticillium dahlia: 

A Stealthy and Pervasive threat to 

California and US Specialty Crops 

USDA-ARS Geneva; PA 

49,316 

Enhancing the Potential of Innovative 
Rootstock Technologies to Increase 
Profitability and Sustainability in U.S. 

Tree Fruit Production 

US DA- Agricultural 

Research Service; CA 

562,035 

Developing sustainable vineyard water 
management strategies for limited and 
impaired water supplies 

The Pennsylvania State 

U.; PA 

1, 338, 438 

Determining the Roles and Limiting Factors 
Facing Native Pollinators in Assuring 

Quality Apple Production in Pennsylvania 

U. of Florida; FL 

2,939,056 

Precision disease Management for sustainable 
strawberry production in the eastern U.S. 

The Pennsylvania State 

U . ; PA 

50,000 

Protective Structures for Berry Crop 
Production: Assessing Grower Needs and 

Market Potential 

Michigan State U.; MI 

46,050 

Conserving Native Bees and Valuing their 
Services for Sustainable Specialty Crop 
Pollination 

Purdue U. ; IN 

2, 441,298 

Developing LED Lighting Technology and 
Practices for Sustainable Specialty-Crop 
production 

Texas AgriLife Research; 
TX 

3, 802, 678 

Plant Genetics and Genomics to Improve 

Drought and Salinity Tolerance for 

Sustainable Turfgrass Production in the 
Southern United States 

Agricultural Research 
Service - US DA; MD 

1,697,509 

Innovative Technologies and Process 
Optimization for Food Safety Risk Reduction 
Associated with Fresh and Fresh-cut Leafy 
Green Vegetables 

U. of Minnesota; MN 

496,663 

Development of an extension Community of 
Practice (CoP) - Rootstocks and Apple 

Varieties for the Eastern States (RAVES) 

AZ Board of Regents on 
behalf of Arizona State 
U.; AZ 

312,471 

Asian Citrus Psyllid in California: an 
Economic Analysis of Efficient Management 
and Control Strategies 
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FY 2010 

Institution; Location 

Amount 

Title 

Virginia Polytechnic 
Institute and State U.; 

VA 

3,796,693 

Improved grape and wine quality in a 
challenging environment: An eastern US model 
for sustainability and economic vitality 

0. of Illinois; IL 

1,548,793 

Impact and social acceptance of selected 
sustainable practices in ornamental crop 
production systems 

Colorado State U, ; CO 

2,467,589 

ipmPIPE and Innovative Disease Diagnostic 
tools for Onion Growers 

The U. of Tennessee; TN 

50,000 

Developing a Commercial Edamame Industry in 
the Eastern US 

Oregon State u.; OR 

5,758,980 

Biology and Management of Spotted Wing 
Drosophila on Small and Stone Fruits 

Auburn U . ; AL 

604,771 

A SMART Trap System for the Invasive 

Ambrosia Beetles in Production Nurseries 

U. of California, Davis; 
CA 

2,590, 885 

Precision Canopy and Water Management of 
Specialty Crops through Sensor-Based 

Decision Making 

Regents of the U. of 
California; CA 

2,518,477 

Next-Generation Lettuce Breeding: Genes to 
Growers 

Oregon State 0.; OR 

50,000 

Feasibility study of automated full-chain 
traceability systems to improve food safety, 
quality and productivity of specialty crops 

The Ohio State U.; OH 

2, 037,717 

A Systems Approach to Managing Microbial 
Threats to Greenhouse Tomatoes 

Northern Marianas 

College; MP 

28,629 

Artificial food storage cavern for improving 
the storability of taro and sweet potato 
produced in the Northern Mariana Islands 

Michigan State U.; MI 

1, 945, 978 

RosBREED-Enabling marker-assisted breeding 
in Rosaceae 

Washington State U.; WA 

519,741 

Tree Fruit GDR: Translating Genomics into 
Advances in Horticulture 

Total 

$46. 668.427 



FY 2011 

Institution; Location 

Amount 

Title 

Iowa State U. of Science 
and Technology; IA 

1,949, 642 

Bioplastic Container Cropping Systems: Green 
Technology for the Green Industry 

Cornell U,; NY 

2,091,357 

Accelerating Grape Cultivar .Improvement via 
Phenotyping Centers and Next Generation 
Markers 

Auburn U . ; AL 

1,542, 160 

Magnetoelastic Biosensors for Detection of 
Pathogens on Globe Fruits 

Clemson U.; SC 

50, 000 

Containment, Remediation, and Recycling of 
Irrigation Water for Sustainable Ornamental 
Crop Production 

U. of Massachusetts 
Amherst; MA 

3,318,651 

Pollination Security for Fruit and Vegetable 
Croos in the Northeast 

ARS, Midwest Area; CO 

1,332,040 

Translational Genomics in Cucumber: Tool 
Development and Application for Recessive 
Disease Resistances 
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FY 2011 

Institution; Location 

Amount 

Title 

North Carolina State U.; 

NC 

2,490,839 

Developing of Grafting Technology to Improve 
Sustainability and Competitiveness of the 

U.S. Fruiting Vegetable Industry 

Washington State 0.; WA 

49,506 

Roadmap Development for U.S. Raspberry 
Producers: Forging Links between New Tools 
for Breeding Programs and Crop Markets 

Saint Joseph's U.; PA 

322,202 

Marketing Vitamin D Mushrooms: A Case Study 
of Nutrition Marketing for Specialty Crops 

USDA- Agricultural 

Research Service; CA 

1,590,717 

Developing the Genomic Infrastructure for 
Breeding improved Black Raspberries 

Cornell 0 . ; NY 

2,511,333 

Northern Grapes: Integrating viticulture, 
winemaking, and marketing of new cold-hardy 
cultivars supporting new and growing rural 
wineries 

USDA, ARS; PA 

5,739, 966 

Biology, Ecology, and Management of Brown 
Marmorated Sink Bug in Orchard Crops, Small 
Fruit, Grapes, Vegetables, and Ornamentals 

North South Institute, 

Inc . ; FL 

284, 106 

Ethnic & Specialty Crops Research and and 
Development: Local Food Networks & Heritage 
Marketing in Florida and Alabama 

U. of Georgia Research 
Foundation, Inc.; GA 

1,219,636 

Systems approach at Improving the Long-Term 
competitiveness of U.S. Pecans based on 
their Nutritional and Health-Promoting 
Components 

Michigan State U.; MI 

2,044,335 

Limiting bird damage in fruit crops: 
Integrating Economic, Biological, and 

Consumer Information to Develop Sustainable, 
Long-Term Solutions 

Rutgers; State U. of New 
Jersey; NJ 

1,866,558 

Strategies for improving the Unites States 
responses to Fusarium, Downy Mildew and 
Chilling Injury to Production of Sweet Basil 

U. of Maryland; MD 

1,861, 387 

Developing Scientifically-based consensus 

Food Safety Metrics for Leafy Greens and 
Tomatoes 

U. of California, Davis; 

CA 

50,000 

Sustainable Management of Canker Diseases to 
extend the Productive Life of Vines, Stone 
Fruits, and Nut Crops 

Ohio State U.; OH 

50,000 

Reducing injury to fruit and vegetable crops 
caused by drift or volatility of herbicides 
applied to grow crops 

Regents of U. of 

Minnesota; MN 

903, 909 

Developing Native and Native-European Hybrid 
Hazelnut Germplasm and Agronomics for the 
Upper Midwest 

Michigan State U.; MI 

2, 472, 895 

Development and Delivery of Resource- 
Efficient Ecologically Sustainable Fruit 
Production Systems for Apple and Cherry 
Producers 

Board of Regents of U. 
of Wisconsin; WI 

3,773,367 

Improved breeding and variety evaluation 
methods to reduce acrylamide content and 
increase quality in processed potato 
products 

Michigan State U.; MI 

1,256,039 

Genomics-3ased approaches for improving 
Petunia Production Efficiency and 

Performance 
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FY 2011 

Institution; Location 

Amount 

Title 

Virginia State U.; VA 

49,280 

Reinforcing skills and building 
infrastructure for production, handling, 
processing, and distribution of vegetable 
soybean (edamame) 

U. of Florida; FL 

2,202,711 

Disease-Resistant Seedless Muscadine Grape 
Cultivars Utilizing Eco-and Consumer 

Friendly Cisgenic Modification Technologies 

USDA, ARS; CA 

624, 502 

Developing Sustainable Vineyard Water 
Management Strategies for Limited and 

Impaired Water Supplies 

Michigan State U.; MI 

1,908,981 

RosBREED-Enabling marker assisted breeding 
in Rosaceae 

Regents of U, of 
California; CA 

1, 903,727 

Increasing Consumption of Specialty Crops by 
Enhancing their Quality and Safety 

Washington State U.; WA 

1,005,292 

Tree Fruit GDR: Translating Genomics into 
Advances in Horticulture 

Total 

46.465, 138 



FY 2012 

Institution; Location 

Amount 

Title 

US DA, ARS; CA 

1,761, 897 

New Detection, Research, and Extension Tools 
for managing Wood-Canker Diseases of Fruit 
and Nut Crops 

Pennsylvania State U.; 

PA 

1,442,481 

Addressing Management Gaps with Sustainable 
Disease and Pest Tactics for Mushroom 
Production 

US DA, ARS; CA 

1,142,930 

Development of Disease-Resistant Walnut 
Rootstocks: Integration of Conventional and 
Genomic Approaches 

U. of Arkansas, 
Fayetteville; AR 

827,745 

Managing Downy Mildew of Spinach: Genomics- 
Based Approach to the Host and the Pathogen 

US DA, ARS; GA 

1,335,515 

Understanding the Global Virus Distribution 
in Tomato and Development of Translation 
Genomic Tools to Accelerate Breeding for 
Resistance 

Washington State U.; 

WA 

34,046 

Snap Pea: Enhanced production of 
Nutrient-Dense Vegetable Legumes 

Citrus Research & 
Development Foundation; 

FL 

9,000,000 

Rear and Release Psyllids as Biological 

Control Agents - An Economical and Feasible 
Mid-Term Solution for Huanglongbing (HLB) 
Disease 

Iowa State U. of Science 
and Technology; IA 

1,582,002 

Shielding Cucurbit Crops for Resilient 
Agroecosys terns 

Michigan State U.; MI 

1, 697, 671 

Developing Sustainable Pollination 

Strategies for U.S. Specialty Crops 

Purdue U . ; IN 

3,027,747 

Automation of Dormant Pruning of Specialty 
Crops 

U. of Delaware; DE 

1, 573, 112 

Toward a Better Bean: Improving Genetic, 
Genomic, Breeding, and Crop Management 
Resources for Lima Bean to benefit the Mid- 
Atlantic Region 

North Carolina State U . ; 

NC 

1,298,023 

Development and Use of Genomic Tools to 
Improve Firs for use as Christmas Trees 
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FY 2012 

Institution; Location 

Amount 

Title 

Board of Regents of U. 
of Wisconsin; WI 

2, 144,836 

Building Market Foundations for Sustainable 
Vegetable Production and Processing: 

Consumer and Metrics-Based Approach 

Regents of U. of 

Minnesota; MN 

2, 136, 489 

Germplasm Improvement of Low-Input Fine 

Fescues in Response to Consumer Attitudes 
and Behaviors 

USDA, ARS; CA 

1,376,494 

Developing Sustainable Vineyard Water 
Management Strategies for Limited and 

Impaired Water Supplies 

Michigan State U.; MI 

1,512,458 

RosBREED-Enabling Marker-Assisted Breeding 
in Rosaceae 

Cornell U.; NY 

2, 471, 807 

Accelerating Grape Cultivar Improvement via 
Phenotyping Centers and Next Generation 
Markers 

Texas AgriLife Research; 

TX 

2, 822, 422 

Management of Zebra Chip to Enhance 
Profitability and Sustainability of U.S. 

Potato Production 

North South Institute, 
Inc.; FL 

465,453 

Ethnic & Specialty Crops Research and 
Development: Local Food Networks & Heritage 
Marketing in Florida and Alabama 

U. of Maryland; MD 

3,696,865 

Developing Scientifically-Based Consensus 

Food Safety Metrics for Leafy Greens and 
Tomatoes 

Washington State U.; WA 

1,254, 645 

Agronomic and Biochemical Impacts of Biotic 
and Abiotic Stress on Pacific Northwest 

Flavor Crops 

Board of Regents of U. 
of Wisconsin System; WI 

3,834,549 

Improved Breeding and Variety Evaluation 
Methods to Reduce Acrylamide Content and 
Increase Quality in Processed Potato 

Products 

Total 

$46. 439. 187 



Specialty Crop Research Initiative 

Mr. Aderholt: Please update the chart provided in the fiscal year 2014 
hearing record of the Specialty Crop Research Initiative, including the 
amount, recipient (s) and location of recipient ( s ) , for fiscal year 2013, 

Response: This is a competitive program. Funding was not provided for 

Specialty Crop Research Initiative in 2013 under the Farm Bill extension. 

The information is submitted for the record. 


[The information follows:] 
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Specialty Crop Research Initiative 
FY 2009 

Location of Recipients 
Recipient (s) 


AR 

CA 

CO 

FL 

GA 

IL 

LA 

MD 

ME 

MI 

NJ 

NY 

NY 

OH 

OH 

OK 

OR 

SC 

TX 

WA 

WV 


Total 


University of Arkansas, Fayetteville 
University of California 
Colorado State University 
University of Florida 
University of Georgia 
University of Illinois 
Louisiana State University 
University of Maryland, College Park 
University of Maine 
Michigan State University 

Rutgers, The State University of New Jersey 
Cornell University 

Agricultural Research Service, USDA 
Agricultural Research Service, USDA 
Ohio State University 
Oklahoma State University 
Oregon State University 
Clemson University 
Texas A&M University 
Washington State University 
Agriculture Research Service, USDA 
Federal Administration 
Small Business Innovation Research 
Peer Panel 


SI, 

5, 

3 

1 

3 

5 

1 

1 

1 


1 


1 

3 

5 

1 

2 

1 

S50 


Amount 


463,234 
923,834 
49,949 
885,893 
774,581 
951, 9S1 
360,736 
161,495 
023,305 
354,372 
503,166 
197,276 
381,759 
326,298 
49,966 
422,964 
392,933 
48,947 
900,889 
282,415 
196,861 
000,000 
200,000 
146,646 
000,000 
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Specialty Crop Research Initiative 
FY 2010 


Location of 
Recipient (s ) 

Recipients 

Amount 

AL 

Auburn University 

$604,771 

AZ 

Arizona State University 

312, 471 

CA 

University of California 

6, 658,835 

CA 

Agricultural Research Service, USDA- 

562,035 

CO 

Colorado State University 

2,467,589 

FL 

University of Florida 

2, 939,056 

IL 

University of Illinois 

1,548,793 

IN 

Purdue University 

2,441,298 

MD 

Agricultural Research Service, USDA 

1, 697, 509 

MI 

Michigan State University 

1,992, 028 

MN 

University of Minnesota 

496, 663 

N, Marianas 

Northern Marianas College 

28, 629 

NY 

Cornell University 

3,222,100 

NY 

Agricultural Research Service, USDA 

49,316 

OH 

Ohio State University 

2,037,717 

OK 

Oklahoma State University 

30, 000 

OR 

Oregon State University 

5,808, 980 

PA 

Pennsylvania State University 

1,388,438 

TN 

University of Tennessee 

50,000 

TX 

Texas A&M University 

3, 802, 678 

VA 

Virginia Polytechnic Institue & State 
University 

6, 526,342 

WA 

Agriculture Research Service, USDA 

1,483,438 

WA 

Washington State University 

519, 741 


Federal Administration 

2,000,000 


Small Business Innovation Research 

1,200,000 


Peer Panel 

131,573 

Total. 


$50,000,000 
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Specialty Crop Research Initiative 
FY 2011 


Location of 
Recipient (s) 

Recipients 

Amount 

AL 

Auburn University 

$1,542,160 

CA 

• The Regents of the University of 

California 

1,903,727 

FL 

North South Institute, Inc. 

284,106 

FL 

University of Florida 

2,202,711 

GA 

The University of Georgia Research 
Foundation, Inc. 

1,219, 636 

IA 

Iowa State University of Science and 
Technology 

1,949, 642 

IL 

Agricultural Research Service, Midwest 

Area 

1,332,040 

MA 

University of Massachusetts Amherst 

3,318,651 

MI 

Michigan State University 

7,682,250 

MN 

Regents of the University of Minnesota 

903,909 

MD 

Agricultural Research Service, USDA 

8,005, 185 

MD 

University of Maryland 

1, 861,387 

NC 

North Carolina State University 

2, 490,839 

NJ 

Rutgers; The Sstate University of New 
Jersey 

1,866, 558 

NY 

Cornell University 

4,602,690 

OH 

The Ohio State University 

50, 000 

PA 

Saint Joseph’s University 

322,202 

SC 

Clemson University 

50,000 

VA 

Virginia State University 

49,280 

WA 

Washington State University 

1,054,798 

WI 

The Board of Regents of the University 
of Wisconsin System 

3,773,367 


Federal Administration 

2,000,000 


Small Business Innovation Research 

1,200,000 


Biotech Risk Assesment 

203,440 


Peer Panel 

131,422 

Total 


$50,000,000 
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Specialty Crop Research Initiative 
FY 2012 


Location of 
Recipient (s ) 

Recipients 

Amount 

AR 

University of Arkansas, Fayetteville 

$827,745 

CA 

USDA- Agricultural Research Service 

4,281,321 

DE 

University of Delaware 

1, 573, 112 

FL 

Citrus Research & Development Foundation 

9,000,000 

FL 

North South Institute, Inc. 

465,453 

GA 

USDA-Argricultural Research Service 

1,335,515 

IA 

Iowa State University of Science and Technology 

1,582,002 

IN 

Purdue University 

3,027,747 

MI 

Michigan State University 

3,210,129 

MN 

Regents of the University of Minnesota 

2, 136, 489 

MD 

University of Maryland 

3, 696, 865 

NC 

North Carolina State University 

1,298,023 

NY 

Cornell University 

2, 471,807 

PA 

The Pennsylvania State University 

1,442,481 

TX 

Texas AgriLife Research 

2, 822, 422 

WA 

Washington State University 

1,288, 691 

WI 

The Board of Regents of the University of 

Wisconsin System 

5, 979, 385 


Federal Administration 

2, 000,000 


Small Business Innovation Research 

1,248,000 


Biotech Risk Assesment 

203,580 


Peer Panel 

109,233 

Total 


$50, 000, 000 


Rural Development Centers 

Mr. Aderho.lt: Please update the chart provided in the fiscal year 2014 
hearing record of funding provided to the rural development centers through 
NIFA's integrated program for fiscal years 2009 through 2013. Include a 
summary of how the funding was used. 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 


[The information follows:] 
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Regional Rural Development Centers 

FY 

Northeast 

Region 

Southern 

Region 

North 

Central 

Region 

Western 

Region 

Total 

2009 

$312,256 

$312,256 

$312, 256 

$312, 256 

$1, 249, 024 

2010 

$312,256 

$312,256 

$312,256 

$312,256 

$1,249, 024 

2011 

$237,524 

$237,524 

$237,524 

$237,524 

$950,096 

2012 

$237,444 

$237,445 

$237,444 

$237,444 

$949,777 

2013 

$218, 996 

$218, 996 

$218, 996 

$218, 995 

$875, 983 


There was $218,996 awarded to each of the four regional rural development 
centers in FY 2013. In FY 2013, the Rural Development Centers worked with 
land grant institutions to build capacity within their regions to conduct and 
support effective rural development activities. The Centers supported 
university-based faculty who conduct research that addresses critical and 
emerging rural development issues and who use their knowledge and resources 
in outreach to help rural communities and citizens. The Centers coordinated 
the integrated research, education, and extension efforts among states and 
linked the resources of land-grant universities with local decision-makers, 
rural residents, and diverse partners to address a wide range of national and 
regional rural development issues. Funding was used to support these 
activities, which included several staff positions, travel, and direct costs 
such as materials and supplies, publications, promotion materials, equipment 
use fees, consultative services, and conference sponsorship. Two centers also 
provided mini-grants and competitive sub-awards to land-grant institutions 
within their region. 

Center funds continue to support efforts in entrepreneurship, e-commerce, 
the changing interface between rural, suburban, and urban places, and 
workforce quality and jobs creation. In FY 2013, the Centers leveraged their 
federal funding through an Interagency Agreement between the USDA and HHS 
Substance and Abuse Mental Health Services Administration (SAMHSA) . With the 
$2,727,272 in SAMHSA funding, the Centers are spearheading a national project 
to identify and share best practices for benchmarking community behavioral 
health . 


In 2012, the North Central Regional Center documented impacts of $183 
million in grants and resources leveraged/generated by communities and 18,327 
jobs created or retained as a result of Extension Community Development 
Program investments in the 12-state region. Extrapolating to four Regional 
Centers, NIFA estimates that the collaboration enabled by the Rural 
Development Center awards to promote and assist community development 
Extension produced $732 million in impacts and 73,308 jobs created or saved 
nationwide in 2012. 
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Small Business Innovation Research 


Mr. Aaerholt: Please update the chart provided in the fiscal year 2014 
hearing record of all projects funded through Small Business Innovation 
Research program for fiscal years 2009 through 2013. 

Response: Below is a list of SBIR Phase I and Phase II projects funded 

for fiscal years 2009 through 2013. The information is provided for the 
record. 

[The information follows:] 
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2009 

Phase I: 70 Projects Funded for a Total of $5,531,266 

Company Name Award Amount Project Title 


Summerdale, Inc. 

$64,250 

Organic Acid Formulations for Wood Protection: 
Inhibition of Mold Fungi 

Assured Biotechnology Corporation 

$80,000 

Real-time Prediction of Formaldehyde (H2CO) 
Emissions during Wood-Based Panels Manufacturing 

Geo Vantage, Incorporated 

$80,000 

Advanced Remote Sensing Methods for Cogongrass 
Mapping 

BioPulping International, Inc. 

$80,000 

A Novel Sulfite Pretreatment Process (SPORL) for 
Efficient Biochemical Conversion Woody Biomass to 
Bioethanol 

Abraxis LLC 

$80,000 

Development of a Fast Screen (On-site) 

Analytical Assay for Pyridine Herbicides in 

Animal Waste and Compost 

Giner, Inc. 

$79,956 

Electrochemical Ammonia Monitor for Agricultural 
Operations 

TDA Research, Inc. 

$80,000 

Desulfurization of Biogas Derived from Animal Manure 

Photonic Biosystems, Inc. 
dba Pacific Technologies 

$79,823 

Ammonia Sensor for CAFO Monitoring. 

Biological and Environmental 

Systems and Technologies (BEST) 

$80,000 

Ammonia Removal and Recovery System Integrated 
with Anaerobic Digestion for Mitigating Air and 

Water Quality Impacts of Animal Operations 

Green Heron Tools, LLC 

$80,000 

Need for and feasibility of designing, producing and 
marketing agricultural tools & equipment for women 

Wind Innovations LLC 

$80,000 

Cost-Effective Wind Turbine for Electricity Self 
Sufficiency on Small and Mid-Size Farms 

Eldertide LLC 

$80,000 

Developing Elderberries as a Specialty Crop for 

Herbal Supplements, Nutraceuticals and Functional 
Foods 



This Old Farm 


578,705 
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Value-Added Multi-Purpose Processing Establishment 
using Renewable Energy Sources as a Centerpiece to 
a Sustainable Educational Farm 


OCR, Inc. 

$79,998 

Agaricus mushroom production utilizing local 
substrate materials 

Mountain Meadow Wool Company, 

Inc. 

$80,000 

On-site Effluent Treatment of Wastewater from Wool 
Processing Facilities 

Technical Designs Inc. 

$77,986 

A Biodegradable Thin-Film Mulching System for Weed 
Suppression in Commercial Crop Production 

Physical Sciences Inc. 

$79,998 

Solar Optical Waveguide System for Value Added 
Transplant Production 

Phenotype Screening Corporation 

$80,000 

Next Generation Root-Pest Resistance Research and 
Screening Tool 

SynTouch LLC 

$65,691 

Robotic Fruit Harvester Sensors 

GrassRoots Biotechnology, Inc. 

$80,000 

Improving Root Architecture in Energy Crops 

Eltron Research & Development Inc. 

$80,000 

Catalytic Ethylene Removal 

Cycloptics Technologies, LLC 

$80,000 

Highly Efficient Luminaires for Supplemental 
Greenhouse Lighting 

Datastar, Inc. 

$79,539 

Remote Sensing for Early Detection and Mitigation 

Of Plant Stress and Disease in Florida Citrus 

AgPollen LLC 

$78,600 

Development of Nest Attractant for the Blue Orchard 
Bee 

Summerdale, Inc. 

$63,788 

Synergistic, Natural Compounds as Insecticides 

Infinite Eversole-Specialty Crop 

Services 

$80,000 

A Prototype Program for Attaining Specialty Crop 
Non-Regulated Status 

InsectiGen, Inc. 

$80,000 

Development of BtBooster Synergist for Beetle- 
Active Bt 

AC Diagnostics, Inc. 

$79,930 

A Sensitive Immunocapture Real-Time One-Step RT- 
PCR for Early Detection of Plant Pathogens in Crops 

Alpha Scents, Inc. 

$80,000 

Attract and Kill Technology to Control Citrus 
l.eafminer in Citrus Nurseries and Orchards 

Agion Technologies Incorporated 

$79,462 

Synergistic Agents to Reduce Fungicide Resistance 
and Health Risks 
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Eckstein Diagnostics, Inc. 

$80,000 

Lipid-based ELISA test for detection of dairy cattle 
with Johne's disease 

Integrated Nano-Technologies 

$79,998 

Rapid, In-Field Method for Genomic-Based 
Identification 

Z4 Energy Systems, LLC 

$80,000 

Solar Heater to Prevent Stock Tank Freezing 

Strategic Solutions International, 

LLC 

$79,956 

Improved Animal Traceability 

E co-Sol, LLC 

$80,000 

Improved Feed Products From Pima Cottonseed: By- 
products of Biofuels Feedstock Production 

Wilks Enterprise, Inc. 

$80,000 

Portable Mid Infrared Analyzer for Onsite 
Measurement of Nitrate and Organic Matter in Soil 

Technova Corporation 

$79,929 

Development of an Inexpensive, Rapid and Highly 
Sensitive Perchlorate Nanobiosensor 

Hydrolinear Irrigators Incorporated 

$75,810 

Efficient Mobile Power Supply & Energy Reclamation 
for Linear-move and Center-pivot Irrigation Systems 

Vortant Technologies, LLC 

$79,933 

Self Contained Sensor and Telemetry for Remote 

Water Quality Monitoring 

Applied Geosolutions, LLC 

$80,000 

Developing operational capability of AWiFS for 
tillage monitoring 

Blue Moon Bulbs, LLP DBA Westscape 
Nursery 

$79,938 

Use of the halophyte Sarcocornia utahensis as a 
phytoremediation strategy for the amelioration of 
saline-sodic impacted soils 

Separation Systems Technology, Inc. 

$80,000 

Liquid concentration by direct osmosis 

TessArae, LLC 

$79,679 

Multiple Foodborne Pathogen Resequencing 
Microarray-based Diagnostic Assay 

Edenspace Systems Corporation 

$80,000 

Production of a Value-Added Crop for Greater Human 
Nutrition 

Industry Vision Automation 

Corporation 

$79,984 

Hyperspcctral Fluorescence Imaging Detection 

System for Black Walnut Shell Fragments 

Recognition and Removal 

Compact Membrane Systems, Inc. 

$80,000 

Solvent recovery from vegetable oil miscelfa by 
Novelsoivent-resistant nanofiltration membranes 

Twilight Training LLC dba ViaSim 

$79,760 

Research and Development of a Simulation-Based 
Strategic Planning Tool for Water and Wastewater 
Resource Management 

Web fish Pacific 

$79,997 

Childhood Oral Health Initiative for Rural 

Families 
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Clean Plus, Inc. 

$79,812 

Com Stover Sorbent Granules 

Sonsight Inc. 

$80,000 

Scalable Low-Windspeed Generator 

Crile Carvey Consulting, Inc. 

$79,690 

Rural wireless network tower site location and 
optimization using web-based constrained 
optimization techniques 

Custom Data, Inc. 

$79,849 

Delivering Medication Therapy Management Services 
through Telepharmacy to Serve Remote Rural 
Communities. 

Sertech Heating and Air 

Conditioning, Inc 

$77,173 

Solar Thermal Energy Storage Vessel 

Sea & Reef Aquaculture, LLC 

$79,997 

Development of culture methods for marine 
ornamental fish larvae 

Virginia Cobia Farms, LLC 

$79,933 

Cobia Production Using Novel Low Salinity RAS 
Technology 

Muti-Duti Manufacturing Inc (MDM) 

$77,603 

High-Efficiency Axial Flow Pump Development for Use 
in Recirculating Aquaculture Systems 

Hybrid Catfish Company 

S80,000 

Channel Catfish Pituitary for use as a Spawning Aid 
in Aquaculture 

NanoDynamics Life Sciences, Inc. 

$79,969 

Slow Release Non-Toxic Antifouling Additives for 
Coatings Used in Aquaculture 

Baxter Land Company, Inc. 

$75,000 

Commercial-Scale Implementation of Blue-Catfish 
Germplasm for Hybrid Production 

Ecovative Design LLC 

$80,000 

New indust, crop yielding a biomaterial that will 
reduce dependence on foriegn oil and increase the 
econ. sustainability of farms in America 

Applied Colloids 

$79,745 

Renewable Biofuel Based on Jojoba Oil 

Evolutionary Genomics, Inc. 

$79,998 

Genes that impact sorghum grain, sugar, and 
biomass yield. 

Mayaterials, Inc 

$80,000 

Conversion of Agricultural Waste into High Quality 
Insulation for Energy Conservation 

Allopartis Biotechnologies 

$80,000 

Improving enzymes for saccharafication of 
sustainable ccllulosic biomass for biofuel production 

Ecoversion LLC 

$80,000 

Sorghum Protein Adhesives from Low Cost DDGS 

Algaen Corporation 

$79,888 

Developing Innovative Photobioreactor 
and Extraction Technology For Production 
of Biodiesel Feedstock Using Microalgae 
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Suganit Systems Inc 

$79,982 

Development of co-immobilized enzyme pellets to 
replace GMOs for cellulosic ethanol 

Compact Membrane Systems, Inc. 

$80,000 

Venting of Underground Storage Tanks Containing 
Ethanol-Gasoline Blends 

Cronus, LLC 

$79,917 

Formulation of Biodegradable Nursery Pots from 

Poultry Feather Keratin 

Seabeiry Farm, LLC 

$80,000 

Sustainable Production Practices in Woody Cut 

Flower Markets 

2009 



Phase II: 32 Projects Funded Tor a Total of 510,911,913 


Company Name 

Award Amount 

Project Title 

Forest Concepts, LLC 

$350,000 

Beneficiation of Chipped and Shredded Woody Biomass 

Rynel, Inc 

$350,000 

Development and Commercialization of a 

Biodegradable Stabilized Growing Media 

Applied Biomathematics 

$349,984 

Forest pest risk analysis in dynamic landscapes 

GreenWood Resources, Inc. 

$348,170 

Developing a Molecular-Assisted Hybridization 

Strategy for the Improvement of the Quality of Poplar 
Biomass for The United States' Bio-Fuels 

SSS Optical Technologies, LLC 

$349,793 

Sensor of ammonia emission from animal manure 

Rainbow Organic Farms Co. 

$302,470 

A CSA Model to bring Locally Grown Foods to the 
Corporate Workplace, Inner City Households and 
Schools Utilizing a Supermarket Infrastructure 

ISCA Technologies, Inc. 

$350,000 

Novel environmentally friendly control 
of the citrus teafminer, the proliferator 
of citrus canker, with sex pheromone. 

Bee Alert Technology, Inc 

$350,000 

Sonographic Analysis for Rapid Detection 
of Varroa Mites and Other Pathologies 
without opening the Beehive 

Trellis Growing Systems LLC 

$349,593 

Modular Trellis System for Brambles 

Advanced Biological Marketing 

$349,621 

Improved Agricultural Sustainability through 

Microbially Enhanced Nitrogen Fertilizer Use 

Efficiency and Yield 

Divergence, Inc. 

$350,000 

Control of Root Knot Nematode by Transgenic RNA 
Interference 

RT Solutions, LLC 

$350,000 

Commercial Plant Production and Protection Products 


from Vermi composted Dairy Manure 
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ISC A Technologies, Inc. 

§350,000 

SPLAT PBW: Long Lasting Sprayabie Pheromone 
Formulation to Eradicate Pectinophora Gossypieila 

tong Branch Company, Inc. 

$132,448 

Automated Vaccination of Broiler Chicken Flocks 

Harrisvaccines, inc. 

$346,765 

Demonstrate the Safety and Efficacy of 

Vaccine Candidate 

3C Cattle Feeders Inc. 

$349,422 

Improving the efficiency of feed use in the cattle 
industry 

Agri Processing Services LLC 

$348,834 

Diversion From Land Disposal Of Nutrients Recovered 
From Non-MPP Processing Plant Wastewater To 
Value-Added Use In Multi-Spec. Feed Rations 

JDC, Inc. 

$350,000 

Improved Hard Process; Breakthrough Kiln Process 
for Manufacturing Phosphoric Acid 

CommGraphics Interactive, Inc. 

$349321 

Children's Nutrition and Exercise, Healthy 

Lifestyles Video Game 

MEI Research, Ltd 

$345,276 

Free-living Energy Balance Assessment and 
Management in Close to Real Time 

Guild Associates, Inc, 

$349,052 

Phage mediated detection of Bacillus anthracis on 
deliberately contaminated fresh foods 

Sensor Development Corp 

$349,915 

A New Nano Based Real-Time Afiatoxin Detector 
Phase 11 

Bioo Scientific 

$349,695 

Rapid enzyme based detection of toxins in food. 

Sonsight Inc. 

$349,981 

Low Windspeed Wind Turbine 

Scientific Fishery Systems, Inc. 

$349,959 

Phase II: Rural Coastal Alaska Fish Waste Conversion 

Aquatic Innovations, LLC 

$342,620 

Sustainable Production of Pinfish for the Gulf of 
Mexico Live Bait Market 

Information & Simulation Systems 

$349,563 

A Management Tool and Strategy for Agriculture 
Development in Offshore United States Coastal 

Waters 

Exeius, Inc. 

$350,000 

Exeius Biomass-to-Gasoline Process 

Metabolix, Inc 

$349,450 

Blow Molded Bioproducts From Renewable Plastics 

SarTec Corporation 

$350,000 

Ultrafast continuous biodiesel production from 
multiple feedstocks using fixed bed reactors and 
metal oxide catalysts (The Mcgyan? process) 

Kuehnle AgroSystems, Inc. 

$349,981 

Microalgae As Renewable Biofactories: The 

Production of Biofuels and High Value Bioproducts 



Summit Seed, Inc. 


$350,000 
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Utilize corn derived products driven from ethanol 
production for horticultural weed control, a 
natural fertilizer with enhanced plant growth 


2010 

Phase I: 92 Projects Funded for a Total of S8, 006, 218 


Company Name 

Award Amount 

Project Title 

HM3 Energy, Inc. 

$89,799 

Forest waste contaminant removal for conversion 
into clean fuel for coal-fired power plants 

GreenWood Resources, Inc. 

$83,441 

Alder Genetic Improvement for the Pacific 

Northwest Forest Products Industry 

Azavea Inc 

$90,000 

OpenTreeMap: Tools for Collaborative Urban Forestry 

TDA Research, Inc. 

$90,000 

Low-cost Removal of Dissolved Solids and 
Fermentation Inhibitors for Cellulosic Ethanol 

Edenspace Systems Corporation 

$90,000 

Modifying Lignin Structure in Poplar for Enhanced 
Biomass Conversion 

Sound Watershed Consulting 

$89,912 

Explicit Riparian Design 

Applied Biotechnology Institute 

$89,939 

Synergy of Plant-Produced Enzymes to Convert 

Forest Products into Biofuels 

Organix, Inc. 

$82,000 

Anaerobically Digested Manure Fiber for 
Environmental Cleanup and Remediation 

Biogas & Electric LLC 

$87,820 

Novel approach to NOx reduction in biogas exhaust 
from anaerobic digestion facilities at dairy farms. 

Environmental Energy & Engineering 

Co. 

$90,000 

Ammonia Recovery and Biomethane Production from 
Concentrated Manure 

Algaen Corporation 

$79,966 

Bioremediation of Animal Wastewater Using Oil-Rich 
Microalgae 

ECO Composites LLC 

$79,205 

Manufacture of Compostable Plant Containers 

Utilizing Anaerobic Digester Fibers in Standard 
Molding Processes 

Multiform Harvest Inc. 

$89,378 

Upgrading Struvite Recovered from Dairy Waste into 
Marketable Fertilizer and Feed Products 

Sea Star International, LLC 

$90,000 

An Ozark Regional Pilot Program to Manufacture 
Economical, Value-Added Products Qualifying for 
USDA Certified Organic Status. 

Paeific Biodiesel, Inc. 

$90,000 

Aina Mo Soil Amendment Project 
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Ronald P. Weidenbach dba 

Hawaii Fish Company 

$90,000 

Renewable Energy Aquaculture Aeration For Small 
and Mid-Sized Farms 

ISCA Technologies, Inc. 

$90,000 

A guava-volatile-based repellent formulation to 
manage the Asian citrus psyllid, the key vector of 
Citrus Greening 

Quantalux, LLC 

$89,999 

Thermal Storage for Small Farms 

Alpha Scents, Inc. 

$89,687 

Optimizing an inexpensive trap and lure for 
monitoring and management of green june beetle 

Top 10 Produce LLC 

$90,000 

GS-1 barcoding and traceability services for small 
family farms and organization of regional grower- 
owned cooperatives. 

Pharaoh Industries 

$90,000 

Developing Innovative Marketing Strategies and 
Distribution Networks for Hope Goods 

Native Seedsters, Inc. 

$90,000 

Feasibility Test of Seedster Technology to Improve 
Quantity and Quality of Carrot and Yarrow Seed 

Sensor Electronic Technology 

$89,958 

Semiconductor Ultraviolet Irradiation Devices for 
Greenhouse Crops 

Orbital Technologies Corporation 

$90,000 

LEDs for managing pest insects in greenhouses 

Wildwood Gin, Inc 

$90,000 

Evaluation of UltraClean Cotton for Nonwovens 
Application 

Rivertop Renewables, Inc. 

$90,000 

New Controlled Release Fertilizer Systems Derived 
from Biomass 

Jersey Flora, Inc 

$90,000 

Energy efficient systems for high frequency 
propagation of virus-free Lilium evs 

Capstan Ag Systems, Inc. 

$90,000 

Development of an integrated actuator for real time 
control of spray nozzle flow rate and droplet size 
spectrum 

ISCA Technologies, Inc. 

$90,000 

Accurate Huanglongbing (HLB) Diagnosis 

Western Laboratories Inc. 

$73,598 

Enhanced-throughput Quantification of Rhizoctonia 
and Pythium DNA in soil samples 

Agricultural Research Initiatives, 

Inc. 

$90,000 

Development of a Mycoherbicidc for Control of 
Dandelion 

Insectigen, Inc. 

$90,000 

Development of a BtBooster Synergist for Bt 
Transgenic Plants 

ISCA Technologies, Inc. 

$90,000 

SPLAT BASE: A Revolutionary Attract And Kill 
Technology To Effectively Manage Orchard Pests 
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Alpha Scents, Inc. 

$84,044 

Simplified synthetic pathway of citrus leafminer 
pheromone 

Bee Power. L.P. 

$90,000 

Selection and Genomic Charac terization of Honey 

Bees Resistant to Viral Pathogens 

BioStrategies-LC 

$90,000 

Plant Produced Porcine IL-12 Vaccine Adjuvant for 
Swine Flu and Other Viral Diseases 

Rxoa Biosciences LLC 

$90,000 

Rapid, Simple and Inexpensive Detection of 

Potyvirus in Seed Potatoes 

Coherix, Inc. 

$89,970 

Advanced Automated In-Line Inspection of Brown, 
Freckled and Mixed-Type Eggs to Detect 

Contamination and Defects 

Sims Brothers, Inc. 

$90,000 

Pelleted sericea lespedeza diet for control of 

Internal parasites and pathogens in goats and 
sheep 

TessArae, LLC 

$89,652 

Resequencing Microarray-based Diagnostic Assay for 
High Priority Swine Infectious Diseases 

Brookings Biomedical 

$90,000 

Multivalent Mucosal Vaccine to Include Swine 

Influenza 

Megastarter, LLC 

$90,000 

Improving the stability and concentration of 
Megasphaera elsdenii NCIMB 41125 

Applied Science Products, Inc. 

$89,890 

Sustainable Nitric Acid Production Using 

Non-thermai Plasma 

Eltron Research & Development Inc. 

$90,000 

Retrofit Emissions Control Technology for 

Agricultural Diesel Sources 

The Nitrate Elimination Company, Inc 

$89,093 

Enzyme-based Test Kits for Phosphate 

Giner, Ine. 

$89,920 

Advanced Field-Deployable Monitor of Multiple 
Pesticides in Water 

DJR.T.S. ENTERPRISES LTD. 

$75,431 

Injected Pressure Compensating Dripper 

Wastewater Compliance Systems. Inc. 

$90,000 

Rural Wastewater Treatment Lagoon Enhancement 
with Dome Shaped Submerged Bio-film Devices 

Veris Technologies, Inc. 

$89,688 

In-Field Soil Phosphorus Measurement System 

Innovative Educational Resources, 

LLC 

$88,841 

A Multifaceted Community Approach Preventing Child 
Obesity Through Standard s-Based Classroom 
Instruction Using an Interactive Inform Tech 

ChemFree DeFoam,LLC 

$80,000 

Non-chemical In-situ Foam Control for Food 

Processing 
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Jersey Fiora, Inc 

$90,000 

Lily Bulbs A Functional Food for the Prevention of 
Type 2 Diabetes 

Futuresoft Inc., dba Positive 

Records 

$88,529 

Hip Hop Food Pyramid - Obesity Prevention, Nutrition 
Education and Physical Activity Promotion Using 

Soul Music 

Orbital Technologies Corporation 

$90,000 

Non-Thermal Sanitation by Atmospheric Pressure 
Plasma (SAPP) 

Prove It, LLC 

$90,000 

High Thermal Regeneration Magnetic Induction Food 
Processing 

Humanitas, Inc. 

$90,000 

Creating an Interactive Technology That Emulates 
the Motivational Interviewing Process to Train 

Nutrition Educators and Health Professionals 

Rubicon Foods LLC 

$90,000 

Development of Shelf-Stable Puree Protein for 
Dysphagia Patients 

Antel BioSystems, Inc. 

$79,350 

Diagnostic Assay for Mycobacterium bovis in Bulk 
Tank Milk 

Bioo Scientific 

$80,000 

Sequential injection enzymatic assay for melamine 
detection in food. 

Applied Food Technologies, LLC 

$79,310 

Traceability of Shrimp Utilizing Trace Elemental 
Analysis 

Wind Lift Technologies 

$89,408 

Innovative Small Vertical Axis Wind Turbine Uses 

Lift to Generate Power Providing A Lighter Weight, 
Less Costly, Rural Wind Power Solution 

Lynntech,Inc. 

$89,999 

Novel Aqueous system for Electrochemical 

Generation of Ammonia 

Hudson Simulation Services, LLC 

$86,072 

Research and Development to improve Rural 
Emergency Medical Services Training using Mobile 
Simulation 

Twilight Training LLC dba ViaSim 

$89,751 

Research and Development of a Simulation-Based 
Integrated Infrastructure Analysis Tool 

Babble Tree LLC 

$85,760 

The Babble Tree English Language Learning Tool-Kit: 
Early Vocabulary Intervention For Latino 

Non-English Speaking Students 

Secure Banking Solutions, LLC 

$89,600 

Integrated Information Security Management 

System for Rural Small & Medium Sized Entities 
(rSME-HSMS) 

Crile Carvey Consulting, Inc. 

$89,985 

Integrated Analytical, Visualization, And Decision 
Support Software for Placement of Wind Turbines by 
Rural Residents And Small Businesses 
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Airstrearas Renewables, Inc. 

S89,483 

Online, Internet-Based Training For Wind 

Technicians Work On Wind Farms 

XW, LLC 

$90,000 

Rural Broadband Access Enabled by Adaptive Filter 
Bank Modnlation 

Learnimation, LLC 

$89,999 

Math & Science Education for Students with Learning 
Difficulties: Distance Learning Word Problem 
Intervention Materials 

Harrisvaccines, Inc. 

$79,700 

Replicon Particle Vaccine for White Spot Syndrome 
Virus in Marine Shrimp 

Pemaqnid Oyster Company, Inc. 

$89,952 

NE shellfish fanning candidate: Factors regulating 
survia! & growth of Arcitc surfclam & Mactromeris 
polynyma in experimental field studies 

Virgina Cobia Farms 

$90,000 

Development Of Novel Calcium Receptor Based 
Mineral Supplementation Technologies For Inland 
Shrimp Aquaculture 

Infoscitex Corporation 

$89,620 

Development of a High Sensitivity and Specificity 
Quantitative Aptamer Assay for Coldwater Disease 
Management Applications 

ProFishent, Inc. 

$89,581 

Micro-encapsulation and Nanotechnology Treatments 
to Prevent Proteolytic Diseases of Aquatic Animals 

Taylor Shellfish Company. Inc. 

$90,000 

Increasing Efficiency of a Crossbreeding Program for 
the Pacific Oyster 

Aqua Green L.L.C. 

$89,180 

Marine Aquaculture Water Reuse and Effluent 
Treatment Systems: An Integrated Sustainable 
Approach for Commercial Producers 

Compact Membrane Systems. Inc. 

$90,000 

Enhancing Biosynthesis of Biofuels from Cellulosic 
Biomass 

Quasar Energy Group, LLC 

$89,854 

Development of an Integrated Anaerobic Digestion 
System for Methane Production from Lignocellulosic 
Biomass 

Lynntech, Inc. 

$90,000 

Improved Heterogeneous Catalyst for the 
Transesterification of Fats and Oils to Biodiesel 

World Centric 

$88,628 

New Biodegradable Packaging from a Synergistic 
Combination of Agricultural By-products 

Ajzeda Corp. 

$90,000 

Production of Methyl-Ethyl-Ketone (MEK) from 
Renewable Feedstock 

United Environment & Energy LLC 

$90,000 

A Novel Catalytic Reactor for Biodiesel Production 

E2E Materials. Inc. 

$89,719 

Affordable, Petroleum-Free Green Resins for 
Manufacture of Composite Building Materials 
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Renewable Spirits LLC 

$90,000 

Coproduction of Peptic Fragments and Biofuels from 
Citrus Processing Waste 

Lynntech, Inc. 

$90,000 

Biomass-based Commodity Polymers from 5- 
Hydroxymethylfurfural 

Arvens Technology, Inc. 

$90,000 

Pennycress:"A wonder weed to wonder 
fucEDeveloping Commercial Fanning Practices for 
Pennycress" 

Advanced MicroLabs, LLC 

$90,000 

Cost-Effective Biomass Conversion via an Online 
Carbohydrate Monitoring Device 

Irv & Shelly's Fresh Picks 

$81,067 

Most efficient ways to aggregate, store, pack and 
ship local food from farms to regional centers: Illinois 
Pilot Project 

The Tea Spot, Inc. 

$60,440 

Moving Toward a Sustainable To-Go 

Container for Hot Beverages in MASS- 
Market Food Service 

Ronald P. Weidenbach dba 

Hawaii Fish Company 

$90,000 

Innovative Marketing of Hawaiian Pongee 

2010 

Phase II: 38 Projects Funded for a Total of 514,814,519 


Comnanv Name 

Award Amount 

Project Title 

BioPulping International, Inc. 

$400,000 

A Novel Sulfite Pretrealment Process (SPORL) for 
Efficient Biochemical Conversion of Woody Biomass 
to Bioethanol 

Summcrdale, Inc. 

$338,549 

Organic Acid Formulations for Wood Protection: 
Inhibition of Mold and Decay Fungi 

Giner, Inc. 

$399,498 

Electrochemical Ammonia Monitor for Agricultural 
Operations 

Hansen Energy and Environmental 

$400,000 

Anaerobic Production of biohydrogcn from food and 
Agricultural waste 

Mainstream Engineering Corporation 

$399,733 

A Biogas-Tolerant Engine-Generator for Advanced 
Agricultural Waste Management Systems 

TDA Research, Inc. 

$400,000 

Desulfurization of Biogas Derived from Animal 
Manure 

This Old Farm, Inc 

$398,341 

Value-Added Multi-Purpose Processing Establishment 
using Renewable Energy for Local Foods Distribution 
Network 
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Eldertide LLC 

$399,974 

Developing Elderberries As A Specialty Crop By 
Supporting A Growers' Network And By Conducting 
Prototype Development Of Nutraceu 

Green Heron Tools, LLC 

$392,225 

Research and Development of Alternatives to the 
Walk-behind Rotary Tiller Suitable for Women Farmers 

OCR, Inc. 

$399,974 

Agaricus mushroom production utilizing local 
substrate materials 

GrassRoots Biotechnology, Inc. 

$400,000 

Improving Root Architecture in Bioenergy Crops 

Vista Photonics, Inc. 

$400,000 

Optical Ethylene Analyzer for Food Crop Quality 
Assurance 

Cycloptics Technologies, LLC 

$400,000 

Next Generation Energy Efficient Supplemental 

Lighting for Plant Production 

Eltron Research & Development Inc. 

$399,998 

Regcncrablc Ethylene Removal 

Encrgid Technologies Corporation 

$400,000 

Robotic Mass Removal of Citrus Fruits 

AC Diagnostics, Inc. 

$399,957 

A Sensitive Single-tube lmmunocapturc Real-Time 
RT-PCR for Early Detection of Plant Pathogens in 

Crops 

Divergence, Inc. 

$400,000 

Novel Agrochemical Leads Derived from Molecular 
Fields 

AgPollen LLC 

$372,240 

Development of a Nest Attractant for the Blue 

Orchard Bee 

Alpha Scents, Inc. 

$400,000 

Attract and Kill Technology to Control Citrus 

Leafminer in Citrus Nurseries and Orchards 

Gardens at Post Hill LLC 

$181,646 

Cypripedium Meristem Mass Propagation 

Eckstein Diagnostics, Inc. 

$400,000 

Lipid-based ELISA test for detection of dairy cattle 
with Johne's disease 

Biotronics, Inc. 

$400,000 

Hybrid System for Ultrasound Signal, Spectral, and 
Image Analyses to Enhance Meat Quality Evaluation 
in Food Animals 

Blue Moon Bulbs, LLP DBA Westscape 
Nursery 

$391,369 

The Use of Ion-Accumulating Halophytes for the 
Phytoremediation of Saline and Selenium Impacted 

Soil and Water in Cold-Arid Climates 

Z4 Energy Systems, LLC 

$400,000 

Wind Powered Water Pumping Incorporating 
Compressed Air Energy Storage 

Veris Technologies, Inc. 

$356,550 

Automated, In-Field Measurement System For Soil 
Nitrate And Other Properties 
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Schi (linger Genetic, Inc. 

$400,000 

Ambient Processing and Nutritional Assessment of 
Reduced-Try pstn-inhibitor & Low Oligosaccharide 
Soybean Products 

Mainstay, Inc. 

$400,000 

Techno logy -based Interventions to Improve the 

Nutrition and Health of Intellectually and 
Developmentaliy Disabled Persons 

Clean Plus, Inc. 

$398,739 

Com Stover Sorbent Granules 

Wcbfish Pacific 

$400,000 

Early Childhood Oral Health Initiative for Rural 

Families 

Baxter Land Company, Inc. 

$390,904 

Commercial-Scale Implementation of Blue-Catfish 
Germplasm for Hybrid Production 

Virginia Cobia Farms, LLC 

$400,000 

Optimizing Inland Tank Based Recirculation 
Aquaculture Methods To Produce Cobia Under 

Reduced Water Salinity Conditions 

Bagaduce River Oyster Company 

$400,000 

Hard dam farming in eastern Maine: field 
experiments to evaluate biological & economic 
efficacy of field-based nursery and grow-out phases 

Mayaterials, Inc 

$398,972 

Conversion of Agricultural Waste into High Quality 
Insulation for Energy Conversion 

Compact Membrane Systems, Inc. 

$400,000 

Low Cost Fuel Grade Ethanol 

Kuehnle AgroSystems, Inc. 

$400,000 

Preservation of Bioprocess Algae for Certified 

Seedstock 

Native Seedsters, Inc. 

$400,000 

Seedster Technology for More Seed Recovery, Less 
Impurities and Faster Ground Speed Harvesting 
Camelina for Biodiesel Feedstock 

United Environment & Energy LLC 

$400,000 

One-step Biodiesel Production from Yellow Grease 

Cronus, LLC 

$395,850 

Formulation of Biodegradable Nursery Pots from 

Poultry Feather Keratin Cronus, LLC 

2011 

Phase I: 56 Projects Funded for a Total of 55,527,026 


ComnanvName 

Award Amount 

Project Title 

MetroCrops, LLC 

$ 95,934 

Use of Hydroponic and LED Technology to Grow High 
Nutrient Lettuce, Spinach and Arugula in a Small, Urban, 
High Density, Indoor Farm 

AZYP, LLC 

$99,925 

Removal of Isomeric Ballast in Agrochemicals Using an 
Inulin Based Agro-Product 

4Cs Breeding Technologies Inc. 

$97,655 

New Technology for Breeding Superior Tetraploid and 
Tripioid Eastern Oysters 
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ISCA Technologies, Inc, 

$100,000 

Zebra Chip Diagnosis 

Sciesseni, LLC 

$99,416 

Silver Ion Formulations for the Control of Bacteria! Plant 
Pathogens and to Reduce Bactericide Resistance and Health 
Risks 

Bioprotection Systems Corporation 

SI 00,000 

Development of a safe and efficacious vaccine for Rift 
Valley fever virus 

BioTracking LLC 

$99,712 

A Combinatorial Approach For Microbial Sensing Using 
Multi-Layered Nanoparticles Based On Surface Enhanced 
Raman Spectroscopy (SERS) 

Azavea Inc. 

$100,000 

Urban Forestry Modeling and Prioritization Tools 

Fiberstar Bio-Ingredient 

Technologies 

$98,016 

Evaluation of Various Low Cost Natural Plant Materials as 
Raw Materials for Patented Processing Techniques 

Phycai, Inc, 

$100,000 

Novel Method For Improving Algae Harvesting 

Trellis Growing Systems LLC 

$99,926 

Modular Shading Structure for High Value Fruits and 
Vegetables 

Infinite Energy, LLC dba Infinite 
Enzymes 

$100,000 

Formulating New Cellulascs for Diverse Markets: Defining 
QA Parameters 

Diligent Consulting, Inc. 

$99,911 

Immersive Environments for Nutrition Education 

Intralytix, Inc. 

$99,984 

Development Of Phage Preparation For Managing 
Salmonella In Foods 

eGen LLC 

$98,750 

eGen Low Flow Hydrokinetic Renewable Energy Harvester 

Eden's Bowl, Inc. 

$98,833 

An Integrated Market System Model for Small & Medium- 
Sized Farms 

AXAT Inc. 

$99,942 

The Feasibility Of Developing A Low Cost, Remote 

Sensing Technology To Provide Information Critical To 
Finfish Hatchery Operations 

PolyNew, Inc 

$100,000 

Biobased and Biodegradable Impact Modifier for 
Completely Renewable Bioplastic 

Mitebee Farm Incorporated 

$100,000 

Production Of Native Bumble Bees For Pollination Of 

West Coast Crops 

Nutrasorb LLC 

$99,882 

Targeting Childhood Obesity: Natural, Low Sugar Snacks 
With Concentrated Fruit Polyphenols 
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Simplex Manufacturing Co. 

$89,927 

Investigation of Fire Fighting Ge! Injection For Use With 
Helicopter Water Tank System to Combat Forest Fires 

ISC A Technologies, Inc. 

$100,000 

SPLAT ACPAB A&K for the Management Of The Asian 
Citrus Psyllid, The Key Vector Of Citrus Greening. 

Marrone Bio Innovations, Inc. 

$99,800 

Development Of Bioherbicides For Rice Weed Control 

Brookings Biomedical 

$100,000 

Development Of A Simple Killed Enterotoxigenic E. Coli 
Vaccine For Weaned Pigs 

Searchlight Sensors 

$100,000 

Low Cost Optical Ammonia Monitor 

KidsCOOK Productions, LLC 

$100,000 

The project "KickinKitchcn.TV" - An Interactive Digital 
Learning Technology Program. 

Invention House LLC 

$95,513 

Novel Solar Concentrator Trough with Front-side Support 
Structure 

Sensor Development Corporation 

$99,809 

Monitor and Control the Formosan Subterranean Termite in 
Forest Resources Using an Application of a New Science 
and Technology Phase I 

Scenic Valley Farm, LLC 

$98,815 

Environmental Management Systems using Renewable 
Energy 

EngcnNano Technology Inc. 

$99,457 

Development Of An Efficient Solid State Grow-Light For 
Greenhouse/Urban Agriculture Based On A Novel Growth 
Process And Device Architecture 

Sensor Development Corporation 

$99,755 

Detect the Lesser Grain Borer in Stored Grain Using an 
Application of a New Science and Technology Phase I 

Amelgo, LLC 

$100,000 

Development Of Effective Non-Antibiotic Dry-Off Agents 
For The Dairy Industry 

Aquaculture Systems Technologies, 

LLC 

$76,978 

Use of Direct Filtration on the Influent to Floating Bead 
Filters and Treatment of Waste Discharge with Coagulation 
Aids for Suspended Solid 

Pacific Planktonics 

$100,000 

Larval Nutrition Strategies For Improved Tuna Hatchery 
Production 

Renewable Alternatives, LLC 

$100,000 

Enhanced Thermal Activity of Vegetable Oil Based 

Thermal Energy Storage Materials 
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SI 00.000 


Medigen, Inc. S99,892 

CFD Research Corporation $99,991 

ISC A Technologies, Inc. $100,000 

Geo Spider, Inc $98,809 

BIOWORKS INC. $99,510 

Intelligent Optical Systems, Inc. $100,000 

Acclima, Inc. $99,395 

Agricultural Information $96,700 

Management, Inc. 

Altaeros Energies, Inc. $99,964 

Robert Miller Consulting LL.C $99,990 

Exelus, Inc, $100,000 

Wilson's Cedar Point Farms, LLC $99,961 

OrganiPharm, LLC $99,840 

Agdia, Inc. $100,000 


Modi fication of Natural Fibers for use as Reinforcement in 
Advanced Composite Materials 


Polyvalent Vaccine to Protect Poultry from Avian Influenza 


Novel Dewatering Method for Cost Effective Harvesting of 
Microalgae Biomass 


Effective Semiochemical Management of the Oriental 
Beetle for the Small Blueberry Grower 


Over the Top Citrus Harvesting Equipment for Process 
Market Fruit in High Density Citrus Groves 


A Novel Biological Control For Fungal Plant Pathogens 


Distributed Optical Fiber Sensor Cable for Air Quality 
(Air-Sense) 


Soil profile water content sensing system based on TDR 


Development Of An Automated, Mobile Pasteurizer For 
Food Products In Global Communities. 


Robust Airborne Wind Turbine Shroud for Production of 
Low Cost Renewable Energy- 


Enriching Rural American Farmers And Their 
Communities By Enabling Broadcasters To Power 
Transmitters With Wind Energy 


New Drop-in Biofuel to Meet Renewable Fuel Standards 


Production and Marketing of a Novelty Specialty Pepper, 
Capsicum baccatum 


Marketing a New Paradigm in Goldenseal Product 
Standardization 


Sequence Specific, Nucleic Acid Separation Media for 
Plant Pathogen Diagnostics 


Vista Photonics, Inc. 


$ 100,000 


Isotope Ratiomcter for Groundwater Analysis 
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Solar-Stream, LLC 

$89,500 

The Flex Pump - An Innovation in Solar Water Pumping 

Step Analysis LLC 

$100,000 

Developing A High Sensitivity High Specificity Lameness 
Detection System For Dairy Cattie 

Whole Trees LLC 

$99,689 

Structural Testing of Round Branched Timbers 

Innovosoy, Inc. 

$99,790 

Global Feed in 3-D: An Information Technology Product 
for Strategic Decision Making and Market Analysis 

Applied Food Technologies, Inc. 

$96,075 

Definitive Molecular Markers for Speciation of Tuna: 
Genus Thunnus 

2011 

Phase 11 : 40 Projects Funded for a Total of S17,108,174 


Com nan v Name 

Award Amount 

Project Title 

Azavea Inc. 

$460,000 

OpenTreeMap: Tools for Collaborative Urban Forestry 

HM3 Energy, Inc. 

$460,000 

Practical Torre faction of Forest Waste for Conversion into 
Clean Fuel for Coal-fired Power Plants 

GreenWood Resources, Inc. 

$460,000 

Alder Genetic Improvement for the Pacific Northwest 
Forest Products Industry 

Biogas & Electric, LLC 

$460,000 

Novel Approach To Nox Reduction In Biogas Engine 
Exhaust From Anaerobic Digestion Facilities At Dairy 
Farms. 

Pacific Biodiesel, Inc. 

$460,000 

Aina Mo Soil Amendment Project: Organic Compound 
From Biodiesel Glycerin Co-Product To Control Apple 
Snail (P. Canaliculata) On Wetland Taro 

Mountain Meadow Wool Co. Inc. 

$460,000 

Establishing On-site Effluent Treatment of Wastewater 
from Small-Scale Wool Processing Facilities 

Quantalux, LLC 

$460,000 

A Biogas Heat Engine for Small to Mid-Sized Farms 

Science and Sensors Technologies 

5460,000 

Optical Fiber Sensor for Plant Nutrients 

Capstan Ag Systems, Inc. 

$460,000 

Development Of An Integrated Actuator For Real Time 
Control Of Spray Nozzle Flow Rate And Droplet Size 
Spectrum 

ISCA Technologies, Inc. 

$460,000 

Accurate Huanglonghing (HLB) Diagnosis 

Orbital Technologies Corporation 

$460,000 

LEDs for Managing Pest Insects in Greenhouses Phase II 

BioStrategies-LC 

$460,000 

Plant Produced Porcine 1L-12 Vaccine Adjuvant for Swine 
Flu and Other Viral Diseases 

ISCA Technologies, Inc. 

$460,000 

SPLAT BASE: A Revolutionary Attract And Kill 
Technology To Effectively Manage Orchard Pests. 

NovaFlora Inc 

$460,000 

Development Of Marker Free Crown Gall Resistant Roses. 
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Sims Brothers, Inc. 

$460,000 

A Pelleted Sericea Lespedeza Supplement For Control Of 
Internal Parasites On Small Farms 

Coherix, Inc. 

$460,000 

Automated High-Speed Inspection of Brown and Brown- 
Speckled Eggs in Production Processing to Detect and 
Classify Surface Contaminants 

Vortant Technologies, LLC 

$460,000 

Self Contained Sensor and Telemetry for Remote Water 
Quality Monitoring 

Giner, Inc. 

$460,000 

Advanced Field-Deployable Monitor of Multiple Pesticides 
in Water 

Technova Corporation 

$460,000 

Development of an Inexpensive, Rapid and Highly 

Sensitive Perchlorate Nanobiosensor 

Applied Geosolutions 

$460,000 

Building an Operational Tillage Information System 
(OpTIS) 

The Nitrate Elimination Company, 

Inc. 

$460,000 

Enzyme-based test kits for Phosphate 

Innovative Educational Resources 

LLC 

$460,000 

A Community Focused Participatory Research Program to 
Evaluate COSolutions 

Compact Membrane Systems, Inc. 

$460,000 

Solvent Recovery from Vegetable Oil Miseella by Novel 
Solvent-Resistant Nanofiltration Membranes 

Edenspace Systems Corporation 

$460,000 

Production of a Value-Added Crop for Greater Human 
Nutrition 

Industry Vision Automation 

Corporation 

$441,863 

Hyperspectral Fluorescence Imaging Detection System for 
Black Walnut Shell Fragments Recognition and Removal 

TessArae, LLC 

$460,000 

Validation of a Multiple Food-bome Pathogen Detection 
and Strain-Level Identification Assay 

Sonsight Inc. 

$460,000 

Farm-Sized Low Windspeed Turbine 

OmniGreen Renewables LLC 

$460,000 

An Integrated BioGas-Solar Dehydration System: 

Increasing Sustainability through Value-Added Agriculture 

Leamimation, LLC 

$460,000 

Early Math & Science Intervention for Rural Communities 

Harrisvaccines. Inc. 

$460,000 

Replicon Particle Vaccine for White Spot Syndrome Virus 
in Marine Shrimp Phase 11 

Multi-Duti Manufacturing, Inc, 

$369,516 

High Efficiency Axial Flow Pump 

Arvens Technology, Inc 

$460,000 

Creating a Pennycress Bioenergy Business 

Carho Analytics. LLC 

$460,000 

Less Expensive Biofuel Production enabled by an Online 
Carbohydrate Monitor 

World Centric 

$456,795 

Compostable Packaging from Agricultural Residues 

Compact Membrane Systems, Inc. 

$460,000 

Venting of Underground Storage Tanks Containing 

Ethanol -Gasoline Blends 

Lynntech, Inc. 

$460,000 

Improved Heterogeneous Catalyst for the 
Transesterification of Fats and Oils to Biodiesel 
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The Tea Spot, Inc. 

$460,000 

Optimizing Marketing Strategy and Consumer Connection 
for a Corn-Based Compostable To-Go Tea Filter in Mass 
Foodservice 

Vision Robotics Corporation 

$100,000 

Closed Loop Robotic Arm Control for Agricultural 
Applications 

Cognisensc Labs Inc. 

$100,000 

POSE: Polarized Object Sorting Engine 

2012 

Phase I: 63 Projects Funded for a Total of $6,234,159 


ComnanvName 

Award Amount 

Project Title 

Xiomas Technologies, L.L.C. 

$100,000 

Staring Wide Area imager (Stare WAI) for Disaster 

Response and Earth Science 

Applied Biotechnology Institute, Inc 

$99,983 

Use of Cellulase-containing Maize to Lower Cost of Forest 
Products Biofuels 

ISCA Technologies, Inc. 

$100,000 

SPLATverb, a Drop-In technology to Manage the Mountain 
Pine Beetle 

Greenwood Resources, Inc. 

$100,000 

Hybrid Poplar Breeding for Improved Water use Efficiency 
for Short Rotation Tree Farming Under Semi-Arid 
Conditions 

N-Ovation, Inc. 

$99,598 

Development of an Efficient On-Farm Fertilizer 
Manufacturing System Utilizing a Pulsed Microwave Air to 
Nitric Oxide Plasma Reactor Power 

ISCA Technologies, Inc. 

$100,000 

Protecting Hawaiian Small Farm Production from 
Bactroccra Fruit Files 

Greenwood Clean Energy, Inc. 

$97,640 

Evaluating Sources and Control method for small Scale 
Hydronic Heaters 

Farmhand Foods 

S99.860 

Farmhand Foods: Developing Innovative Business and 
Marketing Strategies that Create market Opportunities for 
Small-Scale Livestock Producers 

Top 10 Produce LLC 

$100,000 

Encouraging Small Farms to Adopt GS1 Food traceability 
Technology Through Branded a “Click-to-Play"' Mobile 
Technology and Marketing Alliance 

Highest Wind, LLC 

$100,000 

Feasibility Demonstration Of A Wind Energy Glider For 
Renewable Energy At Small And Mid-Sized Farms 

Hevva 

$100,000 

Comparison Of Agricultural Marketing Success Across 
Multiple Platforms 

TDA Research, Inc 

$100,000 

Ambient Temperature Oxidation Catalyst for Ethylene 
Control in Fresh Produce Containers 

ISCA Technologies, Inc. 

$100,000 

Dual-Mode Nanosensory Platform For Citrus Tristeza 

Virus Detection 

Exactheat LLC 

$93,011 

Connection Of Electrodes On Polymer Based Heating 


Elements 
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WISER Systems Inc. 

$100,000 

Wireless Sensor (WISER) Track-and-Trace: Autonomous, 
Cost Effective, Item-Level Food Safety from Field to Fork 

Geo_Spider, Inc 

$99,023 

Over the Top Citrus Harvesting Equipment for Fresh 
Markets in High Density Groves 

AgSquared, LLC 

$100,000 

Developing Grower-Centric Online Software Prototype To 
Enable Vegetable Producers To Collect Accurate And 
Timely Crop Harvest Information 

Cibus US LLC 

$99,980 

Disease Tolerance In The Soianaccae 

Vestron Corporation 

$95,583 

Enhancement Of Insecticidal Peptide Delivery 

ISCA Technologies, Inc 

$100,000 

REPEL ZC to Manage Potato Psyliids 

Maureen Mieko Masuda Fitch 

$100,000 

Evaluating the feasibility of Commercializing Genetically 
Engineered Nematode Resistant Anthuriums 

Mycosyntetix, Inc. 

$100,000 

Production Of Organic Herbicide Mcvalocidin By Fungi 

Agri-Anaysis LLC 

$100,000 

Nanobidiesas Novel Reagents For Accurate And Rapid 
Identification Of Viral Pathogens In Specialty Crop Plants 

Diagcnetix, Inc. 

$99,778 

Mobile Gene-Based Diagnostics for the Agricultural and 
Food Processing Industry 

BioLink Life Science, Inc 

$97,215 

Enhanced Hemoglobin Production In Neonatal Piglets With 
FCP, A Low Molecular Weight Iron Chelate 

Sea Star International, LLC 

$99,512 

Production Of A New Vaccine For Poultry To Prevent 
Salmonella 

Pathovacs Incorporated 

$99,750 

Immunologically Cross Reactive Proteins For Broadly 
Protective Campylobacter Chicken Vaccines 

Owl Biomedical, Inc. 

$100,000 

MEMS-Based Sperm Cell Sorting For Agricultural 

Breeding Programs 

Pan Genome Systems, Inc. 

$99,682 

Novel Vaccines lor Johne's Disease 

Q-Track Corporation 

$100,000 

Q-Track Milk Operations Optimization System 

Eureka genomics Corporation 

$99,782 

Bovine Parentage Genotyping By Highly Multiplexed Next 
Generation Sequencing 

Mesa Photonics, LLC 

$99,999 

Low Cost Ammonia Sensor For Agricultural Emissions. 

Skolcx Biotechnologies 

$100,000 

Improved Strategies For Elevated Vermicomposting 
Systems 

OndaVia, Inc 

$100,000 

Portable Herbicide Monitor 

Los Gatos research 

$99,569 

Laser-Based sensor for Nitrate Isotope Analysis in Water 
Pollution Monitoring 

HydroBio, Inc. 

$99,956 

Remotely-Sensed Irrigation Control Expert Systems 
(RICES) 

Kansas Environmental Management 
Associates, LLC 

$99,426 

Phosphorus Removal From Ethanol Thin Stillage To 
Produce A Low Phosphorus Livestock Feed And A 
Valuable Granular Fertilizer. 
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Physical Sciences, Inc 

$100,000 

Novel Air Processor for the Removal of Ammonia Gas 

From CAFO Air Streams 

HansonTech Consulting 

$100,000 

Innovative High-Airflow Smokehouse Design With The 
Novel Method Of Controlling Airflow To Cook Faster & 

To Reduce Temperature & Color Variation 

Modern Meadow, Inc. 

$92,488 

Engineered Comestible Meat 

Orbital Technologies Corporation 

$100,000 

LED Lighting For Maximizing Quality Parameters In 
Specialty Crop Production 

AptoTec, Inc 

$100,000 

Preventing Bone Loss and Weight Gain with Combinations 
of Vitamin D and Phytochcmicals 

UES, Inc. 

$100,000 

Real-time Detection of Food-bome pathogens and Toxins 

Prosperity Organic Foods, Inc. 

$100,000 

Development of Rich & Creamy MeltA® Cooking Blend 
for Taste, Nutrition, Oxidative stability and Reducing 
Childhood Obesity 

Lynn tech, Inc. 

$99,999 

Rapid Detection of Mycotoxins 

Krell Energy Efficiency, LLC 

$99,939 

Energy Efficiency for Rural Communities 

Learnimation, LLC 

$99,600 

Math & science Problem Solving Intervention for Rural 
Communities 

The Julia Group 

$99,920 

Dakota learning: Computer-Assisted Mathematics 
Instruction in a Cultural Context 

Automated Medical Diagnostic LLC 

$99,832 

Metadata Assisted Management Of Diabetes In Rural 

Health Disparity Communities 

Agri Wind Turbines 

$100,000 

Using A Modified Grain Silo To Power A Vertical Axis 
Wind Turbine 

Troutlodge Inc. 

$84,329 

Genetic Sex Reversal Of Rainbow Trout 

Northsidc Enterprises 

$99,496 

Spawning, Fry Production And Hybridization Technologies 
For Producing Walleye For Foodfish And Stocking 

Lingren-Pitman Inc. 

$97,692 

Mechanical Scrubber For Aquaculture Netting 

PhycoBiologics, Inc. 

$100,000 

Novel Low Cost Extraction Of Algal Oils Used In Fish 
Feeds. 

DAST LLC dba Prairie AquaTech 

$99,500 

Production Of High Protein Distillers Dried Grains With 
Soluble (HP-DDGS) To Replace Fish Meal In Aquaculture 
Diets 

Pemaquid Mussel Farms, LLC 

$99,780 

Development Of A Modular Submersible Mussel Raft For 
Use In Semi-Exposed Maine Waters Subject To Drift Ice 

Logos Energy, Inc. 

$100,000 

RNA Interference-Based Oral Therapeutant For White Spot 
Syndrome Virus In Shrimp 

Piedmont Biofuels Industrial, LLC 

$99,890 

Robust and Sustainable Utilization of Biofuel Co-Products 
to increase Biorefinery Diversification 

Organ ix, Inc. 

$83,736 

Demonstration of an Affordable and Scalable Anaerobic 
Digester and Fiber Processing system for diary Manure 
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TDA Research, Inc 

5100,000 

Sustainable Green Diesel Production: Upgrading Biomass 
Waster Pyrolysis Oil 

Panorama Research, Inc, 

Dast LLC 

S98J39 

599,875 

Gratuitous Inducer for Industrial Enzyme Production 
Engineering Photosynthetic Cyanobacteria to Produce the 
Energy-Dense Fuel Farnesene from Carbon Dioxide 

Technology Holding, LLC 

$99,997 

Novel Process for Production of Fatty Acids from 
Lignocellulosic Biomass 

2012 



Phase II: 26 Projects Funded for a Total of $10,671,668 


Company Name 

Award Amount 

Proicct Title 

Azavea Inc. 

$450,000 

Urban Forestry Modeling and Prioritization Tools 

Whole Trees, LLC 

$361,500 

Structural testing of Branched Timber and Truss 

Assemblies 

Mainstream Engineering 

Corporation 

$100,000 

A Biogas-Tolerant Engine-Generator for Advanced 
Agricultural Waste Management Systems 

Sea Star International LLC 

$450,000 

Antimicrobial Combinations that help Protect Against 
Salmonella spp. & L. monocytogenes in Organic & Natural 
Poultry Products 

ISCA Technologies, Inc. 

$450,000 

A Guava-Volatile-Based Repellent Formulation To Manage 
The Asian Citrus Psyllid, The Key Vector To Citrus 
Greening 

Innovosoy, LLC 

$450,000 

Global Feed in 3-D: An Information Technology Product 
for Strategic Decision Making and Market Analysis 

Vision Robotics Corporation 

$450,000 

Closed Loop Robotic Arm Control for Agricultural 
Applications 

Sensor Development Corporation 

$449,852 

Detect the Lesser Grain Borer in Stored Grain Using an 
Application of a New Science and Technology Phase II 

ISCA Technologies, Inc. 

$450,000 

SPLAT ACPAB A7K for the management of the Asian 
citrus psyllid, the key vector of Citus Greening 

Z4 Energy systems, LLC 

$450,000 

Solar heater to Prevent Stock Tank Freezing 

JDC, Inc. 

$100,000 

Improved Hard Process; Breakthrough Kiln Process for 
Manufacturing Phosphoric Acid 

Intelligent Optical Systems, Inc. 

S449,978 

Distributed Optical Fiber Sensor Cable for Ail Quality (Air- 
Sense) 

Multiform Harvest, Inc. 

$448,947 

Research And Development Leading To Commercial Feed 


And Fertilizer Products Made From Struvite Extracted 
From Dairy Wastewater. 


Acclima, Inc. 

$450,000 

Nutrasorb LLC 

$449,740 

Intralytix, Inc, 

$449,865 


Soil Profile Water Content Sensing System Based On TDR 

Targeted Childhood Obesity: Natural, Low Sugar Snacks 
With Concentrated Fruit Polyphenols 

Phage Preparation For Managing Salmonella On Foods 
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Applied Food Technologies, Inc. 

5450,000 

Definitive Molecular Markers for Speciation of Fresh and 
Canned Tuna: Genus Thunnus 

KidsCook Productions 

$450,000 

KickinKitchen.TV- An Innovative, Digital Learning 
Interactive Educational Program On Nutrition, Cooking, 
And Active Lifestyles. 

Robert Miller Consulting LLC 

$449,840 

Enriching Rural American Farmers and Their Communities 
By Enabling Broadcasting To Power Transmitters With 
Wind Energy 

Babble Tree, LLC 

$448,041 

English Language learning Toolkit: Early Vocabulary 
Intervention study for Latino Non-English Speaking 
Students 

Altaeros Energies, Inc. 

$450,000 

Robust Airborne Wind Turbine 

Hudson Simulation Services, LLC 

$395,248 

Research and Development to improve Recruitment and 
Retention in Rural Emergency Medicine Using Mobile 
Simulation 

ProFishent, Inc. 

$269,392 

Micro-encapsulation and Nanotechnology Treatments to 
Prevent Proteolytic Diseases of Aquatic Animals 

PolyNew, Inc 

$449,808 

Biobased and Biodegradable Impact Modifier for 
Completely Renewable Bioplastic 

Infinite Energy, LLC dba Infinite 

Energy 

$450,000 

Formulating New Cellulases for Diverse Markets: Defining 
QA Parameters 

Compact Membrane Systems, Inc. 

$450,000 

Enhancing Biosynthesis of Biofuels from Celiulosic 
Biomass 

Sonsight Inc. 

$460,000 

Farm-Sized Low Windspecd Turbine 

OmniGreen Renewables LLC 

$460,000 

An Integrated BioGas-Solar Dehydration System: 

Increasing Sustainability through Value-Added Agriculture 

Learnimation, LLC 

Harrisvaccines, Inc. 

$460,000 

$460,000 

Early Math & Science Intervention for Rural Communities 
Rcplicon Particle Vaccine for White Spot Syndrome Virus 
in Marine Shrimp Phase 11 

Multi-Duti Manufacturing, Inc. 

$369,516 

High efficiency axial flow pump 

Arvens Technology, Inc 

$460,000 

Creating a Pcnnycress Bioenergy Business 

Carbo Analytics, LLC 

$460,000 

Less Expensive Biofuel Production enabled by an Online 
Carbohydrate Monitor 

World Centric 

$456,795 

Compostable Packaging from Agricultural Residues 

Compact Membrane Systems, Inc. 

$460,000 

Venting of Underground Storage Tanks Containing 


Ethanol-Gasoline Blends 


2013 

Phase I (59 Projects Funded for a Total of $5,762,650) 

Company Name Award Amount Project Title 

Westscape Wholesale $100,000 The Selective Control of 

Nursery LLP Cheatgrass (Bromus tectorum L.) 

with Low-Cost Application of a 
Naturally Occurring Phytotoxic 
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Whole Trees, LLC 

$99, 963 

TDA Research, Inc. 

$100,000 

Sea Star 

International LLC 

$99, 998 

Enertechnix Inc. 

$99, 947 

Taber International, 

LLC 

$80, 250 

Ripple Rock Fish 

Farms 

$99, 982 

Stony Creek Colors 

LLC 

$100,000 

ISCA Technologies, 

Inc. 

$100, 000 

Thin Air Nitrogen 
Solutions LLC 

$99, 968 

RSI Systems Inc 

$100, 000 

Spensa Technologies 

Inc 

$100, 000 

Forest Concepts, LLC 

$100, 000 

Applied Nanotech, 

Inc . 

$99, 977 

NanoSonic, Inc 

$100,000 

Ridge Quest Inc. 

$100,000 


San Luis Obispo Bee $97,650 

Company 


Element 

Forest to Factory: Round Timber 
Supply Chain Tools and Techniques 

A Regenerable Sorbent for Deep 
Desulfurization of Alpha Finene 

Pilot Program for Recovery of 
All-Natural medicinal for 
Arkansas Forests: A Key to Easing 
Sagging Profitability in the 
Forest Industry 

Advanced Control System for 
Biofuel 

Renewable Energy and Energy 
System Automation for Energy Plus 
Farm 

Researching economic feasibility 
of the mixed-cell raceway, 
providing a way for small farms 
to enter the aquaculture industry 

Novel and Improved Methods for 
Extracting Colorants from Indigo 
and Black Walnut 

Micro-Bait Station Suzukii 

Agronomic, environmental, and 
economic evaluation of 
cyanobacterial bio-fertilizer for 
small and mid-size growing high- 
value crops 

Automated Inspection and Coding 
Cases on Produce Package Lines 

Electronic Trap for Automated 
Monitoring of Insect Populations 

Low Energy Comminution of 
Herbaceous Biomass Feedstocks 

Pathogen Detection and Monitoring 
from Induced VOCs of Citrus 
Varietals 

Solar Powered Colony health 
Monitoring Systems for 
Pollinators 

Tangier technology. Advanced 
Mating Disruption that Provides 
for Rapid and Cost Effective 
Application 

Development of BMPs for nest 
establishment of wild-caught 
queen Yellow faced bumblebees. 
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Bombus vosnesenskii, for 
greenhouse & outdoor crops 


Vestron Corporation 

$99, 982 

Technology to Enhance 

Insecticidal Peptides 

Plant Advancements 

$100, 000 

Hybrid Systems for Gene 
Confinement and Breeding of 
Perennial Plants Used for 

Biofuels 

Actuated Medical Inc. 

$100, 000 

Active Needle technology for 
Cattle to Reduce Insertion Force, 
Pain and Meat Loss from Injection 
Scarring while Facilitating 
Vascular Access 

Prota Culture, LLC 

$88,168 

Formulating a Competitively 

Priced Poultry Feed in Hawaii 
rendered from Organic Wastes 

Using a Protein-Synthesizing, 
Beneficial Insect 

Lucigen Corporation 

$99, 852 

Rapid Field-appropriate 
Diagnostics for Detection of 

Viral pathogens Associated with 
Porcine Respiratory Disease 
Complex 

ISCA Technologies Inc 

$100, 000 

Organic Stable Fly Repellent 

12 Air Fluid 

Innovation, Inc 

$58,883 

Using Elemental Iodine Vapor 
Bubbles in a Liquid Medium to 
Inactive Mastitis Pathogens on 

Cow Teat Surfaces 

Micronic Technologies 

$99, 357 

Innovative Removal of Nitrate and 
Nitrites from Contaminated Well 
Water 

Montana Gluten Free 
Processors 

$100, 000 

Remediation of soil and water 
contaminated with phenolic 
compounds using peroxidase from 
the biofuel crop, Camelina sativa 

Reactive Innovations, 
LLC 

$99, 999 

Wide Area Hydrogen Sulfide 
Monitoring System for 

Agricultural Enterprises 

Saint Onge Orchids 

$96,285 

A new Irrigation Technique for 
Control of Pathogens on Internal 
Surface of Green leaves Produce 

Giner, Inc. 

$99, 994 

Electrochemical, Multi-gas Air 
Quality Monitor 

Nutrient Recovery and 
Upcycling LLC 

$100,000 

Phosphate fertilizer recovery 
from anaerobic acid digesters in 
sewage treatment plants 

Pliant Energy Systems 
LLC 

$100,000 

Self-Powered Pump to Extract 

Water from a Flowing water Source 
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Precision Combustion, 
Inc . 

All Things Bugs LLC 

Arcadia Biosciences 
Incorporated 

Abraxis LLC 

Operational 

Technologies 

Corporation 

En'Urga Inc. 
Sonomaceuticals, LLC 

Sonsight Inc. 

Freedom Photonics LLC 

ORPC Alaska, LLC 
Synthigen LLC 

Smith-Root, Inc. 

Giner, Inc. 

HJ Science & 
Technology, Inc. 

Intralytix, Inc. 


$ 100, 000 

$ 100, 000 
$ 100, 000 

$99,977 

$ 100,000 

$95,200 

$ 100,000 


Compact, Efficient and Economic 
Soil Steam Disinfestation 

Ready to Use Therapeutic Food 
Product to Alleviate Malnutrition 
in Children Using Insects 

A New Approach for Resistant 
Starch in Wheat 

Development of Immunoreagents and 
Test Kits for the detection of E. 
coli non-0157 STEC 

Fluorescent DNA Aptamer Test 
Strips for more sensitive and 
rapid assessment of food safety 

A Particulate Mass Flux Sensor 
for the Food Process Industry 

Grape Bran, A Novel Food 
Ingredient to Combat Obesity and 
Metabolic Syndrome Caused by a 
'Western diet' 

Low-Cost High-Energy Extended 
Rotor Turbine 


$99,999 

$ 100,000 

$ 100,000 

$85,371 

$99, 999 

$99, 863 

$99, 991 

$99, 998 


Optical Communication 
Transceivers for Affordable 
Broadband Deployment in Rural 
Communities 

Harnessing Clean River energy 
with the RivGen Power System 

Enhancing rural small business 
opportunities by developing a low 
cost heat source and developing 
the utilization of char as a soil 
amendment 

Electrosedation and rested 
harvest as strategies to improve 
the quality of farm-raised fish 

On-board Electrochemical Oxygen 
Generator for Live Shipments of 
Wild Seafood and Aquaculture 
Products 

Low-cost, Handheld microfluidic 
device for detection and 
monitoring of brevetoxins in 
marine 

Bacteriophages for reducing 
Vibrio tubiashii associated 
mortality of shellfish 

Can the "Blaster" improve the 
profitability, environmental 
health and expansion 


Kampachi Farms, LLC 
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opportunities for marine 
aquaculture? 


Navita Premium Feed 
Ingredients 

$100,000 

Superior nutrient availability, 
reduced metabolic waste and 
increased energy efficiency in 
aquaf eeds 

TransGenada 
Enterprises, Inc. 

$95,350 

Development of IMNV resistant 
heritable transgenic Litopenaeus 
vannamel 

Baxter Land Company, 
Inc . 

$89, 008 

Improving Hybrid Catfish 
Production Efficiency Through 
Triploid Induction 

Alluvium Biosciences 
Inc . 

$99, 999 

Development of a novel 
biocatalytic fatty acid 
decarboxylation technology for 
production of liquid biofuels 

Microvi Biotech Inc. 

$99, 954 

Enhancing the Toxicity Tolerance 
of Microorganisms for Use in 
Butanol Production and other 
Applications 

United Environmental 
& Energy LLC 

$80,000 

One-step Biobased Green Gasoline 
Production from Biodiesel Plant 
Waste Glycerol 

Biogas & Electric, 

LLC 

$100, 000 

A Low Cost Method of Creating 
Liquid Organic Fertilizer from 
Animal Manure 

Rebexsess, LLC 

$100,000 

Design of Novel Terpene-Derived 
Drop-In Biofuels Using Rational 
Structure Based Enzymatic 
Engineering: Preliminary Studies 

The Nitrate 
Elimination Company, 
Inc . 

$100, 000 

Glycerol Determination in 
Biodiesel Fuels Using Glycerol 
Oxidase 

TDA Research, Inc. 

$100, 000 

A New renewable Polymer from Bio 
Oil 

Lygos Inc. 

S100, 000 

Microbial production of polymer 
precursors 

BioPlastic Polymers 
and Composites LLC 

$98, 000 

Polyols Derived from Biomass from 
Polyurethane Coatings 

2013 

Phase II (28 Projects 
Company Name 

Funded for a Total of $12,386,403) 

Award Amount Project Title 

ISCA technologies, 

Inc 

$450, 000 

SPLAT verb, a Drop-In 
technology to Manage the 
Mountain Pine Beetle 

Xiomas Technologies, 
Luc 

$450, 000 

Staring Wide Area Imager 
(StareWAI) for Disaster 
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Response and Earth Science 


Firsthand Foods, LLC 

$377,000 

Farmhand Foods: An Innovative 
Food Hub creating market 

Access for Small and Mid-Sized 
Livestock Producers 

Scenic Valley Farm 

LLC 

$449,000 

A Scalable Environmental 
Controller with Integrated 
Solar Thermal Storage and 
Extraction for Field Protected 
Agriculture 

MetroCrops, LLC 

$448, 000 

Precision control of UV 
irradiance and ambient 
conditions to optimize the 
nutritional content, quality 
and consistency of indoor 
grown lettuce. 

ISCA Technologies, 

Inc. 

$450, 000 

Effective Semiochemical 
Management of the Oriental 
Beetle for the Small Blueberry 
Grower 

Geo-Spider, Inc. 

$449, 485 

Advancing Over the Top Citrus 
Harvesting Equipment for Juice 
Markets in High Density Groves 

WISER Systems, Inc. 

$450, 000 

Wireless Sensor (WISER) Track- 
and-Trace: Autonomous, Cost- 
Effective, Item-leve.1 Food 
Safety from Field to Fork, 

Phase II 

AgSquared LLC 

$449, 967 

Improving harvest data 
capture, use, reporting, and 
analysis through integrated 
software tools for specialty 
crop producers 

TDA Research, Inc. 

$450, 000 

Ambient temperature Oxidation 
Catalyst for Ethylene Control 
in Fresh Produce Containers 

Medigen, Inc. 

$395, 605 

Polyvalent Vaccines to Protect 
Poultry from Avian Influenza 

Pan Genomic systems, 

Inc . 

$449,720 

Novel Vaccines Against Johne's 
Disease: Phase II trials 

HydroBio, Inc. 

$450,000 

Targeted Irrigation Management 
(TIM) and Initial suite of 
Remotely Sensed Agronomic 

Tools 

Los Gatos Research 

$450,000 

Laser-Based Sensor for Nitrate 


Isotope Analysis Water 
Pollution Monitoring 


OndaVia, Inc. 


$450, 000 


Rapid, field-redy boron 
analysis 
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Prosperity Organic 

Foods, Inc. 

$450, 000 

Development and Expansion of 
melt Organic Baking Fat for 
Oxidative Stability and 
Reducing Child Obesity 

Orbital Technologies 
Corporation 

$450, 000 

LED lighting for maximizing 
quality parameters in 
specialty crop production- 
Phase II 

Fiberstar Bio- 
Ingredient 
technologies, Inc. 

$450, 000 

Fat replacement System from 
natural Plant materials for 
Improving Food Nutrition, 
Quality, and Reducing Costs 

Beneficial Designs. 

Inc . 

$449, 063 

A standardized Assessment 
Process Supporting Health, 
Environmental and Economic 
Benefits of Outdoor recreation 
facilities to Rural Americans 

Learnimation, LLC 

$449, 995 

Math & Science Problem Solving 
intervention for Rural 
Communities 

Hubble Telemedical, 

Inc . 

$449, 997 

Metadata assisted Management 
of Diabetes in Rural health 
Disparity Communities 

The Julia Group 

$449,000 

Dakota learning Project: 
Computer-Assisted mathematics 
Instruction in a Cultural 

Context 

Lindgren-Pitman Inc. 

$448,000 

Mechanical Scrubber for 
Aquaculture Netting 

LIG Sciences, Inc. 

$449, 991 

Slow Release Non-Toxic 

Anti fouling Additives for 
Coatings used in Aquaculture 

Aquaculture Systems 
Technologies, LLC 

$373,000 

Application of Direct 
Filtration Utilizing Floating 
Bead Filters and Flocculation 
Aids for Fine Suspended Solids 
and Phosphorus Removal 

Permaquid Mussel 
farms, LLC 

$449, 000 

Development of a modular 
submersible mussel raft for 
use in semi-exposed Maine 
waters subject to drift ice 

Sophoro 

Biotechnologies, LLC 

$449,621 

Scale-up of Gratuitous Inducer 
for Industrial Enzyme 
Production 

Technology Holding 

LLC 

$449, 959 

Novel Process for Production 
of Fatty Acids form 
Lignocellulosic Biomass 
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Higher Education Challenge Grants 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a chart showing the allocation of Higher 
Education Challenge Grants for fiscal years 2010 through 2013. 

Response: This is a competitive program. Data on awards by recipient 

is provided for the record. 

[The information follows:] 
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North Carolina State .... 0 0 0 292,000 

University of Illinois ... 0 0 0 728,000 

Saint Joseph's University . . 0 128,000 0 0 
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Hispanic Education Partnership Grants 

Mr. Aderholt : Please provide a chart showing the allocation of 
Hispanic Education Partnership Grants for fiscal years 2010 through 2013. 

Response: This is a competitive program. Data on awards by recipient 

is provided for the record. 

[The information follows:] 
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Agriculture and Food Research Initiative (AFRI) Collaborative Research 

Mr. Aderholt: Please summarize NIFA's collaborative research projects 
with the National Science Foundation and other federal research agencies for 
fiscal years 2009 through 2013. Also describe NIFA/ s plans for fiscal year 
2014. Include the name of the projects, funding levels and purpose. 

Response: AFRI funded collaborative projects with other federal 
research agencies including those provided in the chart below. In fiscal 
year 2015 NIFA anticipates engaging in one additional collaborative research 
project, the Food Specific Molecular Profiles and Dietary Biomarkers of 
Dietary Consumption project with $5,000,000 of AFRI funds. 

[The information follows:] 


AFRI Interagency Programs 


Title 

Year 

Funded 

Collaborators 

Total 

Purpose 

Plant 

Feedstock 

Genomics 

2010- 

2014 

DOE 

$8, 000,000 

The goal is to support 
fundamental research on 
biomass genomics and 
provide the scientific 
foundation to facilitate 
use of lignocellulosic 
materials— i . e . , nonfood 
plant fiber— for bioenergy 
and biofuels . 

National 

Robotic 

Initiative 

2012- 

2014 

NSF, NIH, 

NASA 

$9,000,000 

The goal is to accelerate 
the development and use of 
robots in the United 

States that work beside, 
or cooperatively with, 
people. 

Ecology and 
Evolution of 
Infectious 
Diseases 

2010- 

2014 

NSF, NIH, 
United 

Kingdom 

$7,500,000 

The goal of this program 
is to support research on 
the ecological, 
evolutionary, and socio- 
ecological principles and 
processes that regulate 
the transmission dynamics 
of infectious diseases. 

Dual Purpose 
with Dual 
Benefit : 
Research in 
Biomedicine 

and 

Agriculture 

Using 

Domestically 

Important 

Agricultural 

Species 

2011- 

2014 

NIH 

$20, 000, 000 

The goal of this program 
is to support research 
that utilizes 
agriculturally important 
domestic species to 
improve both human health 
and animal agriculture. 

Water 

Sustainability 

2010- 

2014 

NSF 

$10, 000, 000 

The goal is to understand 
and predict the 
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Title 

Year 

Funded 

Collaborators 

Total 

Purpose 

and Climate 




interactions between the 
water system and climate 
change, land use 
(including agriculture, 
managed forest and 
rangeland systems), the 
built environment, and 
ecosystem function and 
services through place- 
based research and 
integrative models. 

Climate 

Prediction 

Using Earth 
Systems 

Modeling 

2010- 

2014 

NSF 

$15,000,000 

The goal of this program 
is to improve upon and 
expand on current modeling 
capabilities to 
substantively contribute 
to the advancement of 
reliable regional climate 
predictions . 

Disaster 
Resilience for 
Rural 

Communities 

2010- 

2011 

NSF 

$2,000,000 

The goal of this program 
was to support research 
that addressed the 
vulnerabilities and 
resilience of rural 
communities to natural 
hazards or other risks. 

Enhancing 
Ecosystem 
Services from 
Agricultural 
Lands 

2010 

EPA 

$3,500,000 

The goal of this program 
was to support research on 
the ecosystem services in 
agricultural settings, 
including agroecosystems 
and ecosystems that are 
impacted by agriculture. 

Increasing 

Scientific 

Data on the 
Fate/ 

Transport and 
Behavior of 
Engineered 
Nanomaterials 

2010 

NSF, EPA 

$2,200,000 

The goal of this program 
was to support fundamental 
and applied research 
related to engineered 
nanomaterials . 

Carbon Cycle 
Science 

2014 

NASA, DOE 

$4,500, 000 

The goal is to provide 
critical scientific 
information about the 
movement of carbon in the 
environment and potential 
near- and long-term 
changes in the carbon 
cycle, including the role 
of and implications for 
societal actions. 









661 


Title 

Year 

Funded 

Collaborators 

Total 

Purpose 

Multinational 

2014 

Canada, New 
Zealand, 11 

EU countries 
of Joint 
Programming 
Initiative on 
Agriculture , 
Food Security 
and Climate 
Change 
(FACCE-JPI) 

$500,000 

The goal is to facilitate 
international coordination 
and collaboration in the 
climate change and 
agricultural greenhouse 
gas research programs . 

Food specific 

molecular 

profiles and 

dietary 

biomarkers of 

dietary 

consumption 

2014 

NIH 

$5, 000, 000 

The goals is the discovery 
and validation of food- 
specific and molecular 
signatures of dietary 
intake and longtime 
exposures; develop an 
inventory and database on 
the food specific 
molecular signatures; 
inform policy and 
facilitate dissemination 
of findings to industry 
and facilitate a framework 
for coordination and 
harmonization of research 
between NIH and USDA. 


Peer Panels 

Mr. Aderholt: How many peer panels were convened in fiscal year 2013? 
How many are expected to be convened in fiscal year 2014? 

Response: In fiscal year (FY) 2013, an estimated 86 peer panels 

convened. During FY 2014, NIFA expects to hold about the same number as in 
FY 2013, or possibly more to include new panels not held in previous years, 
such as those needed for new programs initiated in FY 2014. 


Honoraria and Travel 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a list of total honoraria and travel paid 
by NIFA for peer panels for fiscal years 2009 through 2014. What is the 
budget for peer panels in fiscal year 2015? 

Response: The information is provided for the record. 


[The information follows:] 
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Fiscal Year (FY) 

Honoraria Costs 

Travel Costs 

FY 2009 

$537, 116 

$1, 553, 045 

FY 2010 

$376,925 

$1,614,656 

FY 2011 

$330, 926 

$804,677 

o 

CJ 

$486, 261 

$1, 524, 072 

| FY 2013 

$625, 967 

$1,118,372 


For FY 2014 peer panel honoraria costs and travel costs are not yet 
final. The budget for peer panel costs in FY 2015 is contingent upon 2015 
enacted funding levels for NIFA and assumptions are based on program 
management decisions. 


Federally-Recognized Tribes Extension Program (FRTEP) 


Mr. Aderholt : Please update the summary provided in the fiscal year 2014 
hearing record regarding the Federally Recognized Tribal Extension Program, 
including potential recipients, number of applicants and a description of the 
projects that have received funding, for fiscal years 2009 through 
2014. Describe NIFA' s plan for the program for FY 2015. 

Response: The purpose of this program is to support Extension educators 
who serve Indian Reservations and Tribal jurisdictions of Federally- 
Recognized Tribes. While this is a competitive grant program, extension 
offices are established and managed under the auspices of the 1862 Land Grant 
University in each state. FRTEP projects are funded on 4-year cycles called 
continuation grant awards. After an initial competition, the award is closed 
to new applicants until the next four year cycle. 

In 2009, NIFA funded 24 new and 4 continuation projects for a total of 
$2,860,863. In 2010, the 28 projects were funded for a total of $2,923,200. 
In 2011, 36 FRTEP projects were funded for a total of $3,033,640. In 2012, 
these same 36 projects were funded for a total of $3,034,196. In 2013, a new 
4-year cycle competition was held for the existing 36 projects for a total of 
$2, 688,054 . 

The FRTEP request for applications for FY 2014-2016 are continuation years 
and awarded at the same amount as 2013 depending on annual appropriations, to 
the existing 36 projects. The next open FRTEP competition will be held in 
2017. The information is provided for the record. 


[The information follows:] 
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These 36 Extension Offices reached 19 states, 78 Federally Recognized Tribes, 
42,000 youth contacts and 18,200 farmer contacts. 

AK - Tanana Chiefs Conference 2009-2013 

The Athabascan tribes of Interior Alaska face a high cost of living, poverty, 
and an epidemic of preventable disease and suicide. The Tanana Chiefs 
Conference FRTEP has been a catalyst for positive change for over 20 years 
and intends to continue its influence over the next four. Program activities 
are flexible to meet the diverse needs and priorities of 37 tribes, and 
provide research-based education to compliment cultural values. Subjects 
covered include gardening, agriculture, nutrition, healthy cooking, food 
safety and youth development. In the past five years, the number of gardeners 
in the region has increased by 30 percent as a result of the FRTEP program. 
This contributes to increased food security and health among the peoples of 
the Tanana Chiefs Conference. 

AK - Vibrant Communities Through Resilient Youth (VCTRY) 2011-2013 

This project serves Tribal communities in Dillingham, Alaska, particularly 31 
Yu'pik, Alutiiq and Athabascan tribes located in remote rural communities 
throughout western Alaska. The project will provide 4-H programming and other 
activities to tribal youth in the isolated villages throughout the area. The 
FRTEP educator surveyed Bristol Bay tribal youth and found they were seeking 
more opportunities to learn and to give back to their communities. Most 
importantly, they are willing to take use their own initiative to improve 
their communities and are willing to teach others, including younger youth. 
Their responses indicated a strong connection with their culture through 
hunting, fishing, berry picking and language. This set the groundwork for 
future FRTEP youth programs in this region, including an innovative science 
program. 

AZ - Hualapai/Havasupai 2009-2013 

The University of Arizona serves the Hualapai and Havasupai tribal 
communities through youth programs in gardening, livestock and horsemanship. 
It will also provide opportunities for youth to learn about their land 
through natural resource education. The projects will be open to all 
comnmnity youth, and will often be based out of youth serving locations in 
Peach Springs, including the Boys and Girls Club, the Hualapai Juvenile 
Detention & Rehabilitation Center, Headstart or other programs. A strong 
focus will be on encouraging youth to continue with post secondary education. 
The program will strive to inspire adults from many sectors in the community 
to work with the youth as well as mentors. 

AZ - Hopi 2009-2013 

The University of Arizona continues to serve the Hopi Agricultural Producers 
through new market development and by finding ways to enhance Tribal food 
security. It will help Hopi Youth continue agricultural traditions. In 
partnership with the Tribal government, this program seeks to improve 
community capacities on the areas of natural resource management, community 
development, youth education and improved nutrition for disease prevention. 


AZ - Colorado River Indian Tribes 2009-2013 
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The University of Arizona continues to provide workshops that present 
researched-based information to Reservation growers, enabling them to make 
sound management decisions for agricultural crops, such as the control of 
weeds, insects and pathogens. The program will increase food safety awareness 
and promote healthy lifestyle choices in order to reverse Reservation trends 
in obesity, diabetes and heart disease. The outreach will also include 
trainings in low-desert gardening techniques . It will promote the revival of 
traditional garden crops, ceremonies and growing techniques. The 4-H program 
will continue to partner with Boys and Girls Clubs to promote American Indian 
participation in youth activities. 

AZ - San Carlos Apache 2009-2013 

The University of Arizona continues to develop the skills, aspirations, 
attitudes, and behaviors of San Carlos Apache youth through programs in 
gardening, nutrition, cattle husbandry, horsemanship and 4-H Clubs. The 
program goal is to encourage youth to adopt Apache traditions that will 
benefit them and their environment. It will promote post-secondary education 
for youth at colleges, universities, and technical schools. The Extension 
educator will show youth that continuing their education not only improves 
their lives, but also benefits the greater Apache community. To meet this 
goal, the project will call upon adults from many career sectors in the 
community to teach, mentor and collaborate with youth. 

AZ — Shiprock 2009-2013 

The University of Arizona continues to provide the Navajo Nation's farmers 
and ranchers with demonstrations and workshops featuring experts from local 
universities and Federal programs. The Extension educator will encourage 
producers to adopt sustainable agricultural practices by showing farmers how 
to adopt new technologies. The program will also help producers develop agri- 
business plans to address food security within the Tribe. The educator will 
also spearhead an effort to use focus groups to help the Navajo Nation 
address food security and food policies as a community. 

AZ - Navajo Nation-Western Agency - Tuba City 2009-2013 

The University of Arizona offers Navajo Producers an opportunity to increase 
productivity through a university-developed management and farming 
strategies. This FRTEP project continues to address health issues on the 
reservation through its partnerships with the Indian Health Service and the 
Navajo Nation Departments, particularly in the area of diabetes management. 
This program will also continue to provide opportunities for youth in the 
Western Navajo Agency through 4-H, Junior Rodeo and activities involving 
gardening and nutrition. There are two summer camps: one informs youth of 
career opportunities in Natural Resources and Agriculture; the other is a 
wilderness survival camp in a remote area of the Navajo Nation. 

AZ - Tri-State/Navajo Nation -Window Rock 2011-2013 (Restored program from 
2009) 

The University of Arizona plans to advance educational opportunities by 
pooling resources and leveraging collaborations through the long-standing 
Navajo Nation Extension Partnership (NEP) with the Navajo Nation Department 
of Agriculture, Dine College, and Navajo Technical College and Extension 
providers from three 1862 land grant universities. There will also be 
partnerships with the Navajo Nation EPA, Indian Health Service personnel and 
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other tribal and community organizations to more efficiently deliver much- 
needed agricultural and education-based support services throughout the 
27,000 mile Navajo reservation. 

FL ~ Seminole 2009-2013 

The University of Florida continues to serve the Seminole tribal community 
with an extension program that support cattle producers as they improve their 
farm operations, increasing sustainability and profitability. For example, 
FRTEP workshops helped Reservation producers achieve higher condition scores, 
resulting in a 10 percent increase in calving rate which means higher income. 
Tribal members will also gain access to the University of Florida Soils Lab, 
through the FRTEP agent. This allows Reservation producers to determine 
proper fertilization for pastures, resulting in better management and 
sustainability. The youth development aspects of this project will result in 
positive behavioral changes and increased social skills and leadership 
development . 

CA - Northwest California Tribal Communities Extension Program 2011-2013 

The University of California-Davis will partner with the Hoopa, Yurok, and 
Karuk tribal members to provide 4-H programs. The project will take youth on 
college tours, provide career speakers and develop hands-on learning 
opportunities. For the producers, agricultural workshops will be provided on 
sudden oak death, hay and poultry production and livestock health. The 
program will also provide technical assistance to commercial and home 
horticulture producers so they can increase their incomes. A FRTEP network 
will link successful county agricultural producers to mentor American Indian 
farmers and ranchers, so they will achieve higher profitability. 


ID - Coeur d'Alene 2009-2013 

The University of Idaho supports the Coeur d'Alene Tribe with an extension 
program that reflects Tribal priorities, including comprehensive youth 
programming, culturally relevant science, technology and math education and 
community and economic development. It will also help the Tribe improve food 
systems and sustaining cultural knowledge. Project activities will include 
classes, workshops and 4-H programs. The project will also work to increase 
the knowledge of land tenure issues in order to secure and protect Indian 
land and resources for future generations. In addition, the program provides 
financial literacy training. 

ID - Fort Hall 2009-2013 

The University of Idaho continues to improve profitability of Ft. Hall 
Reservation ranches and farms. This is achieved through one-on-one support as 
well as workshops and training. The goal of the project is to improve the 
genetic quality of beef cattle, reduce the incidence of cattle dystocia on 
Reservation ranches by half and control trichomoniasis. The Extension 
educator also teaches financial management classes to increase ranch 
profitability, and works with the ranching community in an ongoing effort to 
rehabilitate 25,000 acres of fire damaged rangeland. The project also 
supports the farming community by working to reduce noxious weeds and through 
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horticultural workshops. In addition, a youth outreach effort provides 
programs on agriculture, science, nutrition and life skills. 

ID - Nez Perce Tribe Extension Program 2009-2013 

This project will focus on empowering American Indian youth, primarily 
through horsemanship. In addition, it will provide programming on gardening 
and community development. Programs will be delivered through small groups or 
one-on-one training. This project will also coordinate with the Nez Perce 
Tribe's Natural Resource Department, University of Idaho faculty, school 
districts, and other agencies. Extension offices in the four-county area of 
the Nez Perce reservation do not have targeted educational programming that 
serves this Reservation community, primarily because they lack sufficient 
staffing support, making the FRTEP program the sole Extension resource for 
the community. 

MI - Toward Sustainable, Sovereign Tribal Food Systems 2009-2013 

The Michigan State University project will continue to strengthen its 
partnership with the Bay Mills Indian Community, the Hannahville Indian 
Community, the Little Traverse Bay Bands of Odawa Indians, and the Sault Ste. 
Marie Tribe of Chippewa Indians. The proposal recognizes the different food 
system conditions on the four participating tribes and the need to tailor 
each Tribe's programs in response to those conditions. A key outcome of this 
effort will be the instilling of the entrepreneurial environment within the 
tribal food systems. University staff will continue the Youth Farm Stand 
Projects (YFSP) , which brings youth together to experience the benefits of 
local agriculture in terms of health and community building, while they 
develop business management skills. 

MN - People Land and Water 2009-2013 

The University of Minnesota Program continues to improve the health and well- 
being of the Band's members by securing indigenous food supplies, reviving 
traditional Anishinaabe agricultural practices and protecting the 
Reservation's natural resources. This year, the program will establish 
demonstration gardens for youth, families, and community members to promote 
small scale agricultural practices. Gardens will also provide students a 
place to conduct research and service learning projects. This FRTEP program 
will also establish a heritage seed bank that meets regional needs of drought 
tolerance, short growing seasons and frost adaptability. In addition, the 
program will build upon its previous success in the last grant cycle by 
continuing to provide technical assistance to the Tribe on wastewater 
treatment and water quality preservation. 

MS - Choctaw 2009-2013 

Mississippi State University continues to serve the Choctaw Indian community 
with more than 30 educational programs, including a Choctaw Farmers Market, 
which assists Band producers developing and marketing agri-products. The 
program has built a level of trust with the Band that has resulted in the 
community gaining better access to Mississippi State University's resources. 
The FRTEP program has also been helping community members discover careers in 
agriculture and natural resources, leading to better prospects for them and 
their families. 
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MT - Fort Peck 2009-2013 

Montana State University will provide Fort Peck Reservation producers with 
workshops, seminars, and one-on-one support in the traditional extension 
format in the areas of farm business management, animal stewardship, 
sustainable farm practices and risk management. The program will also provide 
non-traditional 4-H programs that can reach over 1,000 youth in need across 
the reservation. Projects will continue to be educational in nature with a 
science, engineering, and technology curricula. Other programs will inclxade 
leadership challenges, junior master gardener, health and nutrition, arts and 
crafts, culturally significant projects, horse camps, animal science and 
shooting sports. 

MT - Northern Cheyenne 2009-2013 

Montana State University continues to connect Northern Cheyenne Elders and 
Youth in an effort to revitalize cultural and agriculture traditions. It 
will demonstrate a holistic approach to sustainable agriculture based upon 
community needs, ethics, and traditions. In addition, it will help the 
community access heirloom and traditional seeds with a focus on educating the 
community on traditional seed saving. Northern Cheyenne FRTEP will also 
continue to provide area youth groups, organizations, and its two 4-H clubs 
with enriching activities while providing similar opportunities to schools on 
the Northern Cheyenne Reservation. In addition. Reservation producers will 
be supported with a pest management tour, trichomoniasis prevention workshops 
and a farmers market. 

MT - Flathead 2009-2013 

Montana State University continues to work with farmers and ranchers on 
pasture and range management, water utilization and livestock production. 
One-on-one visits, publications and trainings will keep Reservation producers 
aware of findings in agricultural research, technology advances and updates 
on key Federal programs. This knowledge will enable farmers and ranchers to 
make informed decisions that enhance their profitability and result in best 
management practices. This program will also continue to develop 4-H clubs 
with leaders who provide Reservation youth with afterschool activities and 
school enrichment. Adults, teens and eiders will mentor elementary-aged youth 
to foster healthy, meaningful family relationships. Mentors help youth with 
homework and 4-H projects. 

MT - Fort Belknap 2009-2013 

Montana State University continues to provide Extension support to cattle 
producers and youth development. The FRTEP agent will visit family ranches 
and farms to offer assistance and promote technology literacy through 
training, with a focus on the women producers. The agent also provides junior 
agriculture education and summer camps. The FRTEP agent will also offer 
special classes in conservation planning, records management, business plan 
development, animal husbandry and other programs as requested by the 
community. Though a complementary relationship with the 1994 Institution, 
the FRTEP program will be part of a comprehensive Extension outreach that 
also includes community gardens and food preservation. 
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MT - Blackfeet 2009-2013 

Montana State University continues to be a conduit for Reservation producers 
to receive support from a variety of experts including Montana's agricultural 
research station scientists, MSU' s diagnostic lab, Montana Department of 
Livestock and Vet Services and the state's agri-marketing specialist. The 
primary industry in the Reservation community is agriculture, with 
Reservation lands supporting 575,256 acres of grain and approximately 
1,014,000 acres of grazing lands. This agricultural-focused program responds 
to community demands to support the Reservation's agricultural producers. It 
will also include 4-K youth development activities. 

NV - Nevada Indian Tribes 2009-2013 

The University of Nevada Cooperative Extension Service continues to serve the 
Washoe, Shoshone, and Paiute tribal communities with an extension program 
focused on agricultural education and youth leadership. This program 
increased the state conservation funds used by American Indian farmers and 
ranchers and resulted in the construction of 14 low-cost hoop houses for 
vegetable production at six reservation communities. Going forward two more 
communities will be getting hoop houses. An outreach at two elementary 
schools will be continued, with over 1,000 youth being served. Land leveling 
has resulted in irrigation for 7,000 acres at Duck Valley Reservation and 
1, 659 at Walker River. Increasing the number of productive acres on 
Reservations will continue to be a goal of the program moving forward. 

NC - Cherokee 2009-2013 

North Carolina State University continues extension programs on the Cherokee 
Reservation in western North Carolina that focus on health and food security 
through gardening. The outreach effort includes demonstrations projects, farm 
trials and interactive hands-on workshops. Other innovative ways to reach 
Tribal members include: a mobile classroom that travels into the mountains to 
provide garden information, an on-site teaching garden and a program 
distributes starting materials for home gardens so that more families can 
enhance their food security and diet. 

NM - Zuni 2011-2013 (Restored 2009 program) 

This New Mexico State program provides 4-H programs in pottery, livestock, 
shooting sports, sewing and canning. It will address youth in crisis through 
programs in suicide and substance abuse prevention and anti-bullying. There 
will be a nutrition outreach as well. Farmers and ranchers will be able to 
attend beef and sheep quality assurance programs and a hands-on sheep 
shearing school. The gardening outreach will involve education on dry land 
farming, school and community gardens and a farmers' market exchange. 

NM - Jicarilla 2011-2013 (Restored 2009 program) 

The goal of this New Mexico State University program is to help agricultural 
producers, especially women farmers, on the Jicarilla Reservation. It will 
also provide activities for Reservation youth. The project seeks to help 
farmers understand new technologies that can boost production and promote the 
use of sustainable agricultural practices. For women producers, who are a 
growing segment of the farming community, this project seeks to inform them 
of resources that can help them succeed. The program also reaches Jicarilla 
youth with information about the importance of agriculture in their Tribal 
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history and gives them information on maintaining healthy lifestyles. Youth 
at risk are also mentored through this grant. 

ND - Extension on the Fort Berthold Indian Reservation 2009-2013 

The overarching goal for the North Dakota State University FRTEP project is 
to expand opportunities for tribal youth at the Fort Berthold reservation. 

The program will build upon its in-school enrichment programming that teaches 
students about agriculture, nutrition, and health. It will expand the number 
of Reservation youth who can participate in 4-H. NDSU Extension brought the 
popular "Dining with Diabetes" program to Fort Berthold in 2012, and is proud 
to be the first Extension office in the state to provide this program to 
Indian reservations. In addition, this FRTEP project provided assistance to 
Reservation agricultural producers through promotion of biological control 
agents to manage the spread of leafy spurge. 

OK - Muscogee Creek 2009-2013 

Oklahoma State University continues to provide the Muscogee (Creek) Nation 
with an extension program that focuses on youth development and serves as a 
liaison between the state Cooperative Extension Service and the Creek Nation. 
Creek families gain access to programs in agriculture, human sciences and 4- 
H. Youth are the focal point of the project, with science activities such as 
robotics, straw and pop bottle rockets. The FRTEP Extension educator impacts 
the lives 56,000 Creek citizens by enhancing the ability of 55 Cooperative 
Extension Service educators in 21 counties to better reach Native American 
families with educational programs. 

OR - Warm Springs 2009-2013 

Through this grant, Oregon State University continues to engage the tribal 
community in improved range management by focusing on invasive species and 
livestock health. To help producers achieve a higher rate of return on their 
land, the program will also provide agri-business education that covers local 
and global food supplies, crop diversification and marketing. The Agriculture 
in the Classroom Program at Warm Springs will continue to provide tribal 
youth with knowledge and skills in the area of food production and nutrition. 
The FRTEP program also plans an outreach to tribal teachers, especially those 
who provide lesions on food and culture. An Extension garden will also be 
used to provide youth hands-on activities. 

SD - Pine Ridge 2009-2013 

South Dakota State University will help the Oglala Sioux Tribe enhance 
agricultural productivity, revitalize communities and educate reservation 
youth, particularly in math and science. While the Tribe reports that the 
major economic operation is cattle farming, the number of American Indian 
ranchers is limited, with much of Tribal land leased to non-members. The 
FRTEP project will help American Indian ranchers to improve land usage, while 
supporting organizations that encourage American Indian to pursue 
agricultural production. The region is considered to be a food desert as 
there are only two grocery stories. The FRTEP agent will address the need for 
better access to quality produce through community gardens, working in 
partnership with Oglala Dakota College. The youth outreach will involve 4-H 
and other activities involving science and conservation. 
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SD ~ Rosebud 2009-2013 

South Dakota State University uses this grant to continue youth activities, 
financial literacy workshops and community gardens on the Rosebud 
Reservation. Many stakeholders on the Rosebud Reservation lack Internet 
access and the FRTEP program continues to fill an information void, linking 
the community to knowledge and resources. The Rosebud Extension Office has 
recently signed a comprehensive collaborative partnership agreement with the 
Boys and Girls Club of Rosebud to provide curriculum and programming. 
Additionally, the program will promote community health by offering training 
in food preservation and localized agriculture, in an effort to foster 
community engagement and self-determination. In rancher outreach, this office 
will continue its efforts to educate producers and landowners about 
sustainable practices in livestock production and land management. 

SD — Cheyenne River 2009-2013 

The U.S. Census reports that 45 percent of the Reservation population is 
under 18, so much of the program will be youth development. Youth 
programming will include robotics, photography, film and environmental 
education. School gardens and summer youth camps will contribute to learning 
among the Reservation youth. The agricultural component of this project will 
focus on small acreage farming and increased participation in farmers' 
markets among American Indian growers. 

WA - Colville 2009-2013 

Washington State University prides itself on using USDA funding and its 
Extension expertise to build a working partnership over the last 20 years 
with the Colville Confederated Tribes. The university will continue to 
promote youth development through programs in agriculture, science, cultural 
knowledge and conservation. It will offer agricultural producers productivity 
enhancing programs while facilitating natural resource management. In 
addition, Reservation producers will be able to learn about market 
development in order to build a better quality of life for their families. 
This program fulfils a need for direct outreach in a community where 80 
percent of households lack broadband Internet . 

WA - Kalispel Tribe of Indians - WSU Pend Oreille County Extension 2011-2013 

This Washington State program was established in 2011 with FRTEP planning 
funding. It will serve the Kalispel Tribe of Indians (KTI) through community 
gardens in an effort to address the Reservation's designation as a food 
desert. The Kalispel buffalo herd was established in 1978 with consultative 
assistance from WSU Cooperative Extension. The Tribe has requested that USDA 
FRTEP help develop a management plan for the herd, that will include a 
grazing plan, integrated weed management, pasture and hay land improvement 
and genetic diversification. The weed management effort will also increase 
the acreage available for food production. 
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WI - Wisconsin Bad River Reservation Extension Project 2009-2013 

The program, started as a pilot project, continues to expand its educational 
programming on the Bad River Indian Reservation in Northwest Wisconsin. High 
rates of obesity and diabetes are a growing problem for children and adults 
in the Bad River community, as identified by health statistics. This FRTEP 
program educates tribal youth in growing, harvesting and preparing 
traditional foods as a means achieving better health while preserving 
cultural traditions. Importantly, youth have become engaged in many of the 
new activities and have expressed interest in continuing these activities. 

WY - Wind River 2009-2013 

The University of Wyoming continues to provide extension education programs 
to the Shoshone and Arapahoe Tribes of the Wind River Reservation. It 
provides educational programs to a wide variety of tribal members, with a 
particular focus on agricultural producers. It supports youth through 
agriculturally related programs. While there are approximately 200 
agricultural producers on this reservation, there are only two range 
conservationists assigned to help manage the entire 2.2 million acre 
landmass. There is also no Tribal agricultural department. Therefore, 
Extension' s presence is greatly needed and appreciated by Wind River 
residents . 


IR-4 Grants 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a chart showing all IR-4 grants, including 
the amount, recipient (s) and purpose for fiscal years 2009 through 2013. 

Response: The information is provided for the record. 

[The information follows:] 

Purpose: The IR-4 headquarters coordinates activities nationally and 
internationally with other agencies and organizations including the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency, USDA Agricultural Research Service, USDA 
Animal Plant Health Inspection Service, USDA Foreign Agricultural Service, 
Canada's Pest Management Centre of Agriculture, Agri-Food Canada, and the 
crop protection industry. Projects are evaluated by state and federal 
scientists, commodity group representatives, growers and other experts. 
Headquarters staff manages pesticide registration protocols and prepares 
petitions for submission to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 

The IR-4 regional centers identify field, laboratory, and quality assurance 
experts to generate data needed for pesticide .registrations. Regional 
centers analyze residue samples from field trials as well as from other 


sources . 
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Fiscal 

Year 

Recipient 

Amount 

2009 

IR-4 Headquarters, Rutgers University 

$2, 919, 826 

NC Region, Michigan State University 

$1,723,015 

NE Region, Cornell University 

$1,568,307 

Southern Region, University of Florida 

$2,056,274 

Western Region, University of California 

$2, 919, 338 


2010 

IR-4 Headquarters, Rutgers University 

$3, 382,853 

NC Region, Michigan State University 

$1, 943, 070 

NE Region, Cornell University 

$1, 068, 689 

Southern Region, University of Florida 

$1, 967, 317 

Western Region, University of California 

$2,972, 923 


2011 

IR-4 Headquarters, Rutgers University 

$3,364, 921 

NC Region, Michigan State University 

$1, 857, 430 

NE Region, Cornell University 

$945, 840 

Southern Region, University of Florida 

$2,124,400 

Western Region, University of California 

$3,019,460 


2012 

IR-4 Headquarters, Rutgers University 

$2, 948, 61B 

NC Region, Michigan State University 

$1,891,412 

NE Region, Cornell University 

$939,745 

Southern Region, University of Florida 

$2,245,095 

Western Region, University of California 

$3, 048, 635 



2013 

IR-4 Headquarters, Rutgers University 

$2,328, 934 

NC Region, Michigan State University 

$1,940, 173 

NE Region, Cornell University 

$946, 604 

Southern Region, University of Florida 

$2,074,457 

Western Region, University of California 

$2, 935, 826 




Food and Agriculture Defense Initiative 

Mr. Aderholt: Please provide a chart showing all Food and Agriculture 
Defense Initiative grants, including the amount, recipient (s) and purpose for 
fiscal years 2009 through 2013. 

Response: The Food and Agriculture Defense Initiative supports 

integrated activities {research, education, and/or extension) in support of 
national networks that provide for the defense of American agriculture. The 
details for FY 2009 through FY 2013 are provided for the record: 


[The information follows:) 
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Institution 

Name 

FY 2009 
Award 
Amount <$) 

FY 2010 
Award 
Amount ( $ ) 

FY 2011 
Award 
Amount {$> 

FY 2012 
Award 
Amount {$) 

FY 2013 
Award 
Amount ($) 

Purpose or 
Title 

University 

Arizona 

298,000 

298,000 

182,000 

182,000 

166,000 

National 

Animal Health 

Laboratory 

Network: 

Arizona 

University 

of 

California 

830,350 

853,182 

500,000 

500,000 

452,400 

Western 

Regional 

Center in the 
National Plant 
Diagnostic 
Network 

University 

of 

California 

308, 000 

298,000 

182, 000 

182, 000 

166, 000 

National 

Animal Health 
Laboratory 
Network: 
California 

Colorado 

State 

University 

298,000 

298,000 

182, 000 

182,000 

166,000 

National 

Animal Health 

Laboratory 

Network: 

Colorado 

Florida 

Department 

of 

Agriculture 

298,000 

298,000 

182,000 

182,000 

166,000 

Homeland 

Security - 
Agriculture 

University 
of Florida 

830,350 

975,899 

500,000 

500,000 

452, 400 

The Southern 
Plant 

Diagnostic 

Network 

University 
of Georgia 

298,000 

298,000 

182,000 

182,000 

166,000 

Georgia 

National 

Animal Health 

Laboratory 

Network 

Program 

Iowa State 
University 

298,000 

298,000 

182, 000 

182, 000 

166, 000 

National 

Animal Health 
Laboratory 
Network 
Activities for 
Iowa State 
University 

Purdue 

University 

248, 250 

250,000 

175,000 

175,000 

175, 000 

National Plant 
Database 

Network 

National 
Database/Natio 
nal Network 
Diagnostic 

Center 
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Institution 

Name 

FY 2009 

Award 
Amount ($) 

FY 2010 
Award 
Amount {$) 

FY 2011 
Award 
Amount ($) 

FY 2012 
Award 
Amount {$) 

FY 2013 
Award 
Amount ($) 

Purpose or 

Title 

Purdue 

University 

50,000 

50,000 

31, 000 

31,000 

30, 000 

National 

Animal Health 

Laboratory 

Network for 

the Food and 

Agriculture 

Defense 

Initiative 

Purdue 

University 

485,000 

499,000 

304, 575 

305,000 

284,030 

Extension 

Disaster 

Education 

Network 

Homeland 

Security 
Initiative: 
Strengthening 
EDEN's Role in 
Homeland 
Security, Food 
and Ag 

Defense, and 

All-Hazard 

Education 

Kansas State 
University 

830,350 

853, 182 

500,000 

500,000 

452,400 

Grant Plains 

Diagnostic 

Network 

Kansas State 
University 

50,000 

50,000 

31,000 

31,000 

30, 000 

National 

Animal Health 

Laboratory 

Network: 

Kansas 

Murray State 
University 

50,000 

50,000 

31,000 

31,000 

30,000 

National 

Animal Health 

Laboratory 

Network: 

Kentucky 

Louisiana 

State 

University 

298,000 

298,000 

182,000 

182,000 

166,000 

National 

Animal Health 
Laboratory 
Network : 
Louisiana 

Michigan 

State 

University 

830, 350 

965, 962 

575, 425 

575, 940 

520,400 

North Central 
Plant 

Diagnostic 

Network 

Michigan 

State 

University 

50, 000 

50,000 

31,000 

31,000 

30, 000 

National 

Animal Health 

Laboratory 

Network: 

Michigan 

University 
of Minnesota 

50,000 

50, 000 

31,000 

31,000 

30,000 

National 

Animal Health 
Laboratory 
Network: 
Minnesota 
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Institution 

Name 

FY 2009 

Award 
Amount ($> 

FY 2010 
Award 
Amount {$) 

FY 2011 
Award 
Amount { $ ) 

FY 2012 
Award 
Amount { $ ) 

FY 2013 

Award 
Amount ($) 

Purpose or 

Title 

Mississippi 

State 

University 

50,000 

50,000 

31,000 

31,000 

30, 000 

National 

Animal Health 
Laboratory 
Network: 
Mississippi 

North 

Carolina 

Department 

of 

Agriculture 
and Consumer 
Services 

298,000 

298,000 

182,000 

182, 000 

166,000 

National 

Animal Health 
Laboratory 
Network: North 
Carolina 

University 
of Nebraska 

50,000 

50, 000 

31,000 

31,000 

30,000 

Further 
Integration of 
the Nebraska 
Veterinary 
Diagnostic 

Center into 
the National 
Animal Health 
Laboratory 
Network 

New Jersey 
Department 
of 

Agriculture 

50,000 

50,000 

31,000 

31,000 

30,000 

National 

Animal Health 

Laboratory 

Network 

New Mexico 
State 

University 

50, 000 

50,000 

31,000 

31,000 

30, 000 

New Mexico 
Agriculture 
Livestock 
Incident 

Response Team 
Training 

Program to 
Enhance Staff 
Training for 
Foreign and 
Emerging 

Animal 

Diseases 

Cornell 

University 

298,000 

298,000 

182,000 

182,000 

166,000 

National 

Animal Health 
Laboratory 
Network: New 

York 

Cornell 

University 

980,350 

1,079, 969 

500,000 

500,000 

487,400 

Northeast 

Plant 

Diagnostic 

Network 

The Ohio 

Department 

of 

Agriculture 

50,000 

50,000 

31,000 

31,000 

30, 000 

National 

Animal Health 
Laboratory 
Network 
supplemental 
agreement for 

IT and 

equipment 

support 
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Institution 

Name 

FY 2009 
Award 
Amount ($) 

FY 2010 

Award 
Amount ($) 

FY 2011 
Award 
Amount {$> 

FY 2012 
Award 
Amount ($) 

FY 2013 
Award 
Amount ($) 

Purpose or 

Title 

Oregon State 
University 

50,000 

50,000 

31,000 

31, 000 

30,000 

National 

Animal Health 

Laboratory 

Network: 

Oregon 

Pennsylvania 

Department 

of 

Agriculture 

50, 000 

50,000 

31, 000 

31, 000 

30, 000 

National 

Animal Health 
Laboratory 
Network: 
Pennsylvania 

South Dakota 
State 

University 

50,000 

50,000 

31,000 

31,000 

30, 000 

National 

Animal Health 
Laboratory 
Network: South 
Dakota 

State of 
Tennessee 
Department 
of 

Agriculture 

50, 000 

50,000 

31,000 

31,000 

30,000 

National 

Animal Health 
Laboratory 
Network: 
Tennessee 

Texas 

AgriLife 

Research 

298,000 

298,000 

182,000 

182,000 

166,000 

National 

Animal Health 

Laboratory 

Network for 

the Food and 

Agriculture 

Defense 

Initiative 

Utah State 
University 

50,000 

50,000 

31,000 

31,000 

30,000 

National 

Animal Health 
Laboratory 
Network: Utah 

Washington 

State 

University 

308,000 

308,000 

182,000 

182,000 

166,000 

Washington 

Animal Disease 
Diagnostic 
Laboratory 
Participation 
as a Core 
Laboratory in 
the National 
Animal Health 
Laboratory 
Network 

University 
of Wisconsin 

298,000 

298,000 

182,000 

182,000 

166,000 

National 

Animal Health 

Laboratory 

Network 

University 
of Wyoming 

50,000 

50,000 

31, 000 

31,000 

30,000 

National 

Animal Health 

Laboratory 

Network 

Testing 
University of 
Wyoming, 

Wyoming State 

Veterinary 

Laboratory 

TOTAL 

9,431,000 

9,863,194 

5,735,000 

5,735,940 

5,296,030 
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STEM Grants 

Mr. Aderholt; Please provide a summary of STEM grants, including the 
program and amount for fiscal years 2009 through 2013. 

Response: The information is submitted for the record. 

[The information follows:] 


Science, Technology, Engineering and Mathematics (STEM) 
Funding for Fiscal Years 2009 through 2013 


Program 

FY 2009 

FY 2010 

FY 2011 

FY 2012 

FY 2013 

Secondary and Two-Year 

$983, 000 

$983, 000 

$981,034 

$900,000 

$832,378 

Post Secondary 

Higher Education 
Competitive Challenge 

5, 654,000 

5, 654,000 

5, 642, 692 

4,770, 000 

a/ 

Grants 

Multicultural Scholars 

981, 000 

1,241,000 

1,238,518 

990,000 

a/ 

National Needs 

3,859,000 

3,859,000 

3,851,282 

3, 240,000 

a/ 

Graduate Fellowship 
Program 

Institution Challenge, 
Multicultural 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8, 323, 780 

Scholars, and Graduate 
Fellowships 

Agriculture in the 

553,000 

553,000 

551,894 

552,000 

509,322 

Classroom 

Women and Minorities 

0 

400, 000 

399,200 

400, 000 

369,074 

in STEM Fields 

TOTAL STEM GRANTS 

12, 030,000 

12, 690, 000 

12, 664, 620 

10, 852,000 

10, 034,554 


a/ Higher Education Challenge Grants, Multicultural Scholars, and National 
Needs Graduate Fellowship Program are consolidated in FY 2013. 


Plans of Work 

Mr. Aderholt: Please describe the plan of work requirements for the 
1862, 1890 and 1994 institutions. 

Response: The plan of work requirements for the 1862 and 1890 
institutions are that each eligible institution submits an initial 5-yea.r 
plan of work and an update each year thereafter. Eligible institutions are 
defined as those receiving Federal agricultural research and extension 
formula funds under the Hatch Act of 1887, as amended (7 U.S.C.361a et seg. ) ; 
sections 3(b)(1) and (c) of the Smith-Lever Act of 1914, as amended (7 U.S.C. 
343 (b) (1) and (c));and sections 1444 and 1445 of the National Agricultural 
Research, Extension, and Teaching Policy Act of 1977, as amended (7 U.S.C. 
3221 and 3222) . The 1994 institutions are not subject to plan of work 
requirements. Both the initial plans of work and annual updates are required 
to include descriptions of specific elements. Those elements are: merit 
review process, multistate and integrated activities, stakeholder input 
process, and planned programs. Each planned program included in a plan of 
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work must be described according to a logic model containing the following 
elements: situation and scope, assumptions and goals, activities, outputs, 
and outcomes. 


Criteria to Evaluate Work Plans 

Mr. Aderholt: Please describe the process and criteria the agency uses 
to evaluate the plans. 

Response: The process NIFA uses to evaluate plans of work consists of 
assigning National Program Leaders (NPLs), the subject matter experts in 
agricultural research and extension, to specific states, territories, and 
insular areas and plans of work within those states to review the initial 
plan(s) of work and annual updates. NPLs have 60 days from date of receipt 
by the agency to perform a review of their assigned plan(s) of work and are 
required to acknowledge that certain elements included in the plan of work 
are acceptable and meet agency standards. The criteria for these elements 
are broken down into four sections— overview, merit, stakeholder input, and 
Multistate and Integrated activities. In the plan overview section, the NPL 
determines whether an appropriate amount of person-time is available and 
planned for achieving the stated objectives of the programming. In the merit 
review section, the NPL must determine that at least one effective merit 
review process was identified. 

In the stakeholder input section, the NPL evaluates the appropriateness of 
the actions and methods taken to seek stakeholder input that encourages their 
participation. The NPL also checks for an adequate description of how the 
stakeholder input will be considered in future programming. In the Multistate 
and Integrated activities section, the NPL ensures that the following 
descriptions are adequate: how the planned programs address the critical 
issues of strategic importance, including those identified by the 
stakeholders; how the planned programs address the needs of under-served and 
under-represented populations of the State (s); how the planned programs 
describe the expected outcomes and impacts; and how the planned programs 
result in improved program effectiveness and/or efficiency. In the planned 
program section the NPL must decide whether appropriate logic model elements 
are included and, in addition, if the knowledge areas, outputs, and outcomes 
are appropriate for the stated objectives of the program. Additionally, NPLs 
are expected to make general comments and suggestions for how institutions 
can strengthen research and/or extension programming at their institutions. 


Work Plan Standards 

Mr. Aderholt: How often does the agency reject plans of work because 
they do not meet agency standards? When was the last time this occurred? 

Response: NIFA does not often reject plans of work because they do not 
meet agency standards. However, if a National Program Leader (NPL) deems a 
plan of work is in need of improvement, he or she can send the plan of work 
back to the institution for editing. When initiating this process, NPLs must 
include specific instructions and detailed guidance on what particular 
elements need improvement and how that improvement can be achieved. This 
editing and improvement process occurs with approximately two plans of work 
annually. The last time this occurred was in FY 2012. 
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Mr. Aderholt: If a plan is insufficient how does the agency work with 
the institution that submitted the plan of work to improve it? 

Response: The review of plans of work is collegial in nature, and the 
responsibility of the National Program Leader (NPL) assigned to review a plan 
of work is to identify areas where institutions could strengthen their 
programming or revise their logic model to contain new or different elements 
that will improve eventual outcomes and impacts. If an NPL identifies a 
section of a plan of work that needs improvement, that NPL initiates a 
conversation with the Director (s) of the institution; this conversation often 
occurs through a combination of phone and email, but it can also occur 
through on-site visits by the NPL to the institution. Because the submission 
and review of plans of work is facilitated by electronic software, documents 
are easily able to be passed back and forth between NIFA and the institution 
until a mutually agreeable solution is met and which satisfies agency 
standards . 


Mr. Aderholt: Do institutions follow the plans of work approved by the 
agency? 

Response: Institutions do follow the plans of work approved by NIFA. 
Their ability to submit an annual update allows them to amend the plan of 
work to reflect issues that are present or expected in their local, state, 
and regional communities. This enables institutions to follow a plan that is 
timely with current and emerging agricultural research and extension issues. 


Mr. Aderholt: Are the plans of work useful tools for evaluating an 
institution'' s performance in meeting research objectives? 

Response: NIFA believes the plans of work are useful tools for 
evaluating an institution's performance in meeting research objectives. A 
plan of work is built around a program logic model which requires 
institutions to identify their assumptions about their program. This is 
validated with research and experience. Assumptions underlie and influence 
the program decisions that are made. Assumptions are principles, beliefs, 
ideas about the problem or situation, the resources and staff, the way the 
program will operate, what the program expects to achieve, the knowledge 
base, the external and internal environment, and the participants and how 
they learn, their behavior, and their motivations. It is important to note, 
however, that while plans of work are useful tools for establishing what a 
program's objective is based on such assumptions, the majority of data NIFA 
receives that describes an institution' s actual performance in meeting those 
objectives is included as part of the Annual Report of Accomplishment and 
Results. This report is submitted annually and is directly tied to the plan 
of work of the same fiscal year. So, while the plan of work establishes the 
baseline of what the institution plans to accomplish, the annual report 
describes what it actually accomplished. 
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Recommendations for Work Plans 

Mr, Aderholt: Please describe any recommendations for improving the 
plans and/or the process for reviewing them. 

Response: A recommendation NIFA has for improving the plans of work and 
their associated annual reports of accomplishments and results is to 
streamline and simplify the user interface of the electronic software used 
for the data collection. NIFA is continually asked to report on evidence of 
past accomplishments as a result of capacity-building funds. It is 
imperative that the software used to collect such programming accomplishments 
(both expected and actual) guides institutions in entering both quantitative 
and qualitative data in a way that is useful and retrievable for NIFA so that 
the agency can quickly identify agricultural research and extension program 
activities and accomplishments as needed by a variety of parameters and in a 
way that is easily understandable to multiple audiences. NIFA has no 
recommendations for improving the process for reviewing the plans of work, as 
the agency believes the right subject matter experts are already involved in 
the review process and are adept at ensuring that plans of work meet 
requirements and agency standards. 

1890 Funding 

Mr. Aderholt: Please describe how formula funding for each 1890 
institution will change beginning in fiscal year 2016. 

Response: In 2016, Central State University will become eligible to 

receive formula funding designated exclusively for 1890 institutions. Based 
on 2014 funding levels and 2000 census data, below are the anticipated 
changes in funding for the 1890 institutions beginning in 2016. 

Evans-Alien Research (Sec 1445) — Beginning in 2016, Central State 
University (CSU) will receive approximately $435,031. Including CSU in 
Evans-Alien Capacity funding will result in an average decrease for the other 
eighteen 1890 institutions of 0.84 percent or $24,168 per institution. 
Excluding CSU, each institution will receive an average of $2,744,094. 
Including CSU, if no additional funding is appropriated, each institution 
will receive an average of $2,599,668. 

1890 Extension (Sec 1444) — Beginning in 2016, Central State University will 
receive approximately $381,751. Including CSU in 1890 Extension Capacity 
funding will result in an average decrease for the other eighteen 1890 
institutions of 0.87 percent or $21,208 per institution. Excluding CSU, each 
institution will receive an average of $2,342,400. Including CSU, if no 
additional funding is appropriated, each institution will receive an average 
of $2,219, 116. 

Renewable Resources Extension Act (RREA) — RRF.A funding is not limited to 
1890 institutions. In 2014, 71 universities received RREA allocations. 
Beginning in 2016, Central State University will receive approximately 
$13,500. Including CSU in RREA Capacity funding will result in an average 
decrease for the other institutions (including the 1.890s) of 0.08 percent or 
$190 per institution. Excluding CSU, each institution will receive an average 
of $50,670. Including CSU, if no additional funding is appropriated, each 
institution will receive an average of $49,967. 
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Expanded Food and Nutrition Education Program (EFNEP) — The calculation of 
EFNEP funding includes all 1890 and 1862 institutions. Additionally, the 
funding distribution to the 1890s includes multiple factors such as the 
population in each State living at or below the poverty level. Therefore, at 
this time we are not able to determine the exact funding change to each 
institution resulting from the addition of a new 1890 institution (Central 
State University} . 
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CONGRESSMAN KEVIN YODER 
Wheat Scab - Fusarium 

Mr. Yoder: Fusarium is a significant threat to cereal crops. In 
addition to the ongoing work under the U.S. Wheat and Barley Scab Initiative, 
there has been ongoing risk mitigation research with this pest in various 
grains that has been eliminated from the USDA budget request under National 
Program 108 - Food Safety - Control of Toxic Endophytic Fungi. 

Isn't this cut ill-conceived in view of the greater scrutiny mycotoxins 
and corresponding risk mitigation measures are receiving internationally in 
Codex Alimentarius and especially since the USDA and FDA are negotiating with 
our European partners to potentially low Codex standards for a variety of 
mycotoxins produced by these organisms in grains? 

Response: ARS has devoted considerable time and effort to assessing 
the long-term benefits of the current research and is proposing termination 
of this research effort in fiscal year 2015, but will continue to support 
higher priority mycotoxin objectives at the same location. The research 
proposed for termination addresses the use of endophytic bacteria (Bacillus) 
as a biological control agent to control Fusarium contamination in grains 
such as corn. The concept behind the research is interesting; however it has 
not shown any outcome or impact, especially when compared to the work at our 
Maricopa, Arizona, laboratory with the use of non-toxigenic strains as 
biological control agents for Aspergillus, which out compete the toxigenic 
strains. This competitive form of biological control is now accepted by 
industry, is used in the United States and in over 12 countries in Africa for 
various grains, tree nuts, and ground nuts. Competitive biological control 
research conducted by the Maricopa laboratory is also funded by USAID and the 
Gates Foundation. While there is a FY 2015 proposed reduction at Athens, 
Georgia, ARS has invested approximately $2 million in additional funding in 
fiscal year 2014 to address high priority food safety objectives relative to 
mycotoxins . 


Research Funding for Wheat Scab - Fusarium 

Mr. Yoder: How will this cut affect the overall Fusarium research 
initiative within USDA, specifically USDA' s Agricultural Research Service's 
Toxicology and Mycotoxin Research Unit, and ultimately efforts to control the 
disease if new global standards come into existence for mycotoxins? 

Response: Although some funding is proposed for termination, higher 
priority mycotoxin objectives will continue to be supported at the same 
location. Ongoing research efforts will continue to examine the effect of 
Fusarium toxins on humans, through various animal model studies and human 
samples, and are supported in part by the National Institutes of Health (NIH) 
and international collaborations. The effect of Fusarium toxins is to elicit 
neural tube defects, among other effects on organ tissues, after the 
consumption of contaminated corn products. This is a severe problem among the 
Hispanic populations of Central America and the United States. The research 
examines for human biomarkers of intoxication which then allows subsequent 
medical intervention. Research data produced by these studies is also used by 
international public health agencies for their risk assessments. 
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T-CAP 

Mr. Yoder: The Triticeae {meaning Wheat, Barley and Triticale} 
Coordinated Agricultural Project, or T-CAP, is entering its fourth year and 
is funded by an Agricultural and Food Research Initiative (AFRI) grant of $25 
million over five years. This project is applying some of the latest genomic 
technology to barley and wheat development, and helping to improve traits in 
wheat and barley associated with nitrogen and water-use efficiency. T-CAP 
funding expires February 1, 2016, but continuation of the long-term 
collaborative projects between the wheat and barley research communities will 
continue to be essential to harvest the benefits of the T-CAP research. 
Looking beyond FY15, what opportunities exist within NIFA to continue 
building on this success? 

Response: NIFA agrees that this has been a highly successful project. 
However, we do not envision being able to fund such large projects in the 
near future because of limited funding and continuing commitments. Individual 
investigators can look to the Plant Breeding for Agricultural Production 
priority area in the AFRI Foundational Program for smaller grants ($500,000 
or less} . The 2015 and 2016 Food Security and Climate Change Challenge area 
RFAs have not been developed yet. They may provide opportunities for 
continued work in this area, but probably for smaller amounts, depending on 
the total funding available in AFRI. There may also be opportunities in the 
new Water Challenge area for the work on drought resistance. 
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CONGRESSWOMAN ROSA L. DELAURO 
Foundation for Food and Agriculture Research 

Ms, DeLauro: First, Dr. Woteki, what is the USDA vision for the 
Foundation for Food and Agriculture Research (FFAR), which was recently 
authorized in the Farm Bill? Why is a Foundation for Food and Agricultural 
Research needed in addition to USDA' s existing agricultural research 
activities - how will it make a difference? I understand this Foundation 
will involve public-private partnership. How will the agency avoid conflicts 
of interest in structuring the Foundation, reviewing the research proposed, 
and when selecting what is conducted. 

Response: USDA is carefully working to implement the statutory 
authority that has created the Foundation for Food and Agriculture (FFAR) . 
Congress chose to create an independently incorporated Foundation with links 
to USDA that, we hope, will permit cooperative and non-duplicative research 
on food and agricultural topics. The five ex officio non-voting members of 
the Board are the Secretary of Agriculture, the Under Secretary for Research, 
Education and Economics (REE) , the Director of the National Science 
Foundation (NSF) , the Administrator of the Agricultural Research Service 
(ARS) and the Director of the National Institute for Food and Agriculture 
(NIFA.) The initial board of voting directors will be appointed by the Ex 
Officio Members from a list of nominees provided by the National Academy of 
Sciences (NAS) - eight (8) members of the board, and from lists nominated by 
"industry" - seven (7) members of the board. 

We believe the Foundation will facilitate cooperative research between 
the private and public sectors, may cover topics that cannot or will not be 
undertaken by federal research entities, and the Foundation can fund 
activities such as Symposia and other educational activities that can 
elucidate key issues for research but that are not funded by the 
Congressional appropriations. In addition research of key interest to the 
private sector may be undertaken quickly and efficiently in cooperation with 
USDA, other governmental organizations and with academia and other entities 
in the private sector. 

Because the statute established the Foundation as an independent 
corporation operating outside of USDA and the Ex Officio members of the Board 
do not have a vote on funding projects we do not believe there will be 
conflicts of interest in reviewing the research proposed and selected. We do 
hope that the statements in the statute that advise the Foundation Board to 
consult with the Secretary about topics for research to be undertaken will 
help to avoid duplicative projects and will establish the lanes for research 
that will be undertaken by REE agencies and the Foundation. 


NIFA Competitive Grants 


Ms. DeLauro. Secondly, Dr. Ramaswamy, would you tell us what the 
National Institute for Food and Agricultural Research (NIFA) is doing to make 
NIFA competitive grant information more easily accessible to 
stakeholders? Furthermore, I would like to know what NIFA is doing to 
improve transparency. Information such as which investigators and 
institutions have been funded, at what level, for how long, and what topics 
are being researched should be more readily available to help track the 
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success of NIFA grants and monitor the QSDA's competitive grants activity, 
just as you are able to do for agencies such as NIH. Can you tell us what 
actions you are taking to make this information more readily available to the 
public? 


Response: NIFA has included the Research, Education, and Economics 
Information System (REEIS) in Data.gov. REEIS is accessible to the public 
and is a source of information on the research, education and extension 
programs, projects and activities of the ARS, ERS, NIFA, NASS, and NIFA 
partner institutions. Moreover, NIFA grant information in REEIS is now 
downloadable by the public and includes which investigators and institutions 
have been funded, at what level, for how long, and the titles of the research 
projects. NIFA is reviewing the Open Data requirements and holding regular 
meetings to develop NIFA policies. NIFA is initiating a Data Inventory to 
identify available data and determine what should be made public. Finally, 
with guidance from the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy, 
USDA-wide implementation plans for Public Access to Scholarly Publications 
and Scientific Digital Data are currently under development. 

Food Safety 


Ms. DeLauro: Next, I would like to hear about what USDA doing in the 
area of food safety research. Can you tell us about your efforts in this area 
and also, tell us about any coordinated effort of food safety research you 
are undertaking with CDC and FDA? 

Response: In the area of food safety research, NIFA is supporting 

competitive grants that focus on improving the safety of fresh and fresh-cut 
fruits and vegetables, understanding antimicrobial resistance in food 
productions systems, supporting research that reduces total fat and saturated 
fats in foods, and improving the nutritional quality of foods and food 
ingredients without sacrificing flavor, acceptability, and safety. 

NIFA is also working very closely with FDA on providing training and 
technical assistance for the Food Safety Modernization Act. NIFA expects the 
first request for applications to be made by October 2014, 

The mission of the ARS Food Safety Research Program is to provide the 
means to ensure that the food supply is safe and secure for consumers and 
that food and feed meet foreign and domestic regulatory requirements. Food 
safety research seeks ways to assess, control or eliminate potentially 
harmful food contaminants, including both introduced and naturally occurring 
pathogenic bacteria, viruses and parasites, toxins and non-biological-based 
chemical contaminants, mycotoxins and plant toxins. Food safety is a global 
issue; thus the research program involves both national and international 
collaborations through formal and informal partnerships. Accomplishments and 
outcomes are utilized in national and international strategies delivering 
research results to regulatory agencies, commodity organizations, industry 
and consumers. 

The ARS Food Safety Program is divided into six research areas: 
Population Systems; Systems Biology; Technologies for the Detection and 
Characterization of Contaminants; Intervention and Control Strategies; 
Predictive Microbiology and Data Acquisition; and Chemical and Biological 
Contaminants: Detection Methodology, Toxicology and Toxinoiogy. Each of these 
research areas has detailed aims, for example, the Toxicology/Toxinology 
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section conducts research that impacts the regulation and control of 
veterinary drugs, residues, heavy metals, persistent organic pollutants, and 
biological toxins derived from bacteria, fungi and plants. Program details 
can be found in the Action Plan at http: / /www.ars . usda . gov/S P2User Files/ 
Froqram/108 /201 l-2015ActionPlanforweb.pdf . ARS research accomplishments and 
their impact are available in an annual report provided to other Federal 
agencies . 

Regarding coordinated efforts, specific examples are described below. 
ARS has worked closely with CDC and FDA on many aspects of food safety. 
Specifically, with the CDC and FDA, ARS conducted the culturing for the 
National Antimicrobial Resistance Monitoring System (NARMS) and is still 
actively engaged in assisting FSIS in interpreting data associated with 
NARMS. ARS is now leading a pilot project funded by FDA that follows 
production animals from farm to slaughter, comparing the genetic makeup of 
foodborne pathogens to determine where and if antimicrobial resistance occurs 
and at what stage should animals be tested for surveillance purposes. In 
addition, ARS is an active member of numerous NARMS working groups and 
committees as well as a member of the Interagency Task Force on Antibiotic 
Resistance (ITFAR) . Together, the agencies work to develop strategies to 
better address concerns of antimicrobial resistance in both public and animal 
health. 

ARS has worked collaboratively with the FDA for the past 2 years on 
determining the prevalence, levels, and types of Listeria monocytogenes in 15 
categories of FDA-regulated ready-to-eat (RTE) foods. To determine the 
prevalence, etc., food samples were purchased from retail establishments from 
within FoodNet sites in Georgia, Connecticut, California, and Maryland. This 
is a critically important study since the goal was to determine whether the 
interventions that were implemented to control the Listeria pathogen were 
having any impact. Results from the study strongly indicate that the 
interventions implemented are working. The study is near completion and the 
outcome data will be used to completely revise the 2003 Federal Interagency 
Risk Assessment on Ready-to-Eat Foods, which will ultimately impact public 
health though improved Federal regulations. 

ARS works collaboratively with the FDA to develop and evaluate the 
protocols for destroying microbial hazards during the production of soil 
amendments that are used in the production of fresh produce in various 
locations in the United States. This research was a directed request to ARS 
to address issues under the new Produce Rule within the FDA-Food Safety 
Modernization Act (FSMA) . The outcome and impact of this research will 
provide guidelines that producers of fresh produce can use. Specifically, due 
to climate conditions, the methods for production of soil amendments in the 
North East will be different from those in the South West, or in California. 

ARS works collaboratively with the FDA to develop and evaluate the 
protocols and regulations for providing water for the production of fresh 
produce in order to implement the Produce Rule under FSMA. Specifically, the 
presence of pathogenic microorganisms in irrigation waters is considered to 
be a potentially important factor in the preharvest contamination of fresh 
produce. Many of the essential pathogen fate and transport processes 
associated with irrigation are currently not well understood or modeled. ARS 
studies focused on: (a) elucidating and quantifying mechanisms and factors 
controlling pathogen and indicator bacteria fate and transport from animal 
sources to irrigation water sources and via irrigation water delivery 
systems; and (b) developing models and computer-based tools to recommend and 



687 


implement site-specific diagnostics, monitoring, and prediction of the fate 
and transport of pathogen and indicator bacteria in irrigation water sources 
and via delivery systems. 

The Economic Research Service (ERS) conducts research in a number of 
food safety topics, including the expected impacts of new food safety 
legislation on the farm and food sector; consumer response to food safety 
outbreaks; measurement of consumer benefits from food safety policy; the 
costs and benefits of mandatory food safety programs implemented by produce 
grower organizations; the economic trade-offs for reducing sub-therapeutic 
antibiotic use in farm animals; and inter-agency collaborations to better 
understand and prioritize food safety risks and interventions. 

ERS, the FDA, and the CDC have a number of collaborative efforts 
underway on the economics of food safety. These include the following: 

• USDA and FDA jointly organized a workshop in summer of 2013 on economic 
research needs related to FSMA. This meeting was held in conjunction with 
the annual meeting of the Agricultural and Applied Economics Association 
(AAEA) in order to gain insights from leading economists working on food 
safety in academic settings, government and industry. ERS and FDA are 
discussing possible FDA funding of research and data collection by ERS to 
provide a better understanding of the impact of FSMA. Another organized 
symposium at the 2014 AAEA meetings this summer will look at the highly 
integrated U.S. -Latin American product industry and impacts of the FSMA on 
these countries. 

• ERS is participating in a joint USDA/FDA working group addressing issues 
raised by implementation of the FSMA. FDA is re-proposing a number of 
rules implementing the FSMA, and ERS is providing economic analysis and 
technical guidance on economic issues in a number of areas, including 
provisions affecting mixed-use facilities, water use, manure handling, and 
preventive controls. 

• ERS is collaborating with CDC to estimate relationships between consumer 
food purchases, consumption, and food borne illness. Researchers are 
assessing the feasibility of using available time series data on consumer 
food purchases (ERS) and on disease surveillance (CDC) to statistically 
estimate these relationships. This project is conducted under the 
FoodNet Attribution Steering Group. 

• Scientists from CDC, USDA' s Food Safety and Inspection Service (FSIS) and 
ERS are collaborating with the World Health Organization (WHO) effort to 
provide globally consistent estimates of foodborne disease burden for each 
WHO region. This effort will provide both estimates of the incidence of 
disease and attribution of disease to food sources. This is the first 
time such estimates will be available and will provide a better 
understanding of foodborne health hazards around the world. 

• ERS economists are collaborating on food safety research with CDC, FDA and 
FSIS through the Interagency Food Safety Analytics Collaboration. The 
goal of these projects is to improve methods available to attribute 
foodborne illnesses to consumption of specific foods. ERS has brought 
expertise and data on food consumption to this effort. 
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ERS is an active participant in the Interagency Risk Assessment Consortium 
(IRAC). IRAC meets quarterly and provides a forum for discussion of research 
needs, data availability and scientific advances among federal agency 
scientists and economists working on foodborne hazards. IRAC also conducts 
collaborative projects to foster collaboration and communication on research 
relevant to food safety risk assessment in the federal government. For 
example, ERS collaborated on one such project, a series of seminars on 
research on estimating the relationship between food exposures and foodborne 
disease at CDC, FDA, FSIS and ERS. This was followed by a workshop exploring 
better ways to integrate work being developed in risk assessment and 
epidemiology . 


Antimicrobial Resistance Innovation Institute 

Ms. DeLauro: In addition, the President's budget includes $75 million 
for six public-private innovation institutes ($25 million each) . One of the 
institutes is to study anti-microbial resistance, on an area of particular 
interest to me. I think you know the drug and cattle industries have been 
reluctant to reduce the use of antibiotics and tend to down play links 
between their use in animals and human illnesses. The budget says this 
institute will engage industry and leverage funding to generate evidence- 
based data for mitigating anti-microbial resistance. 

Don't we know that we can mitigate this problem by stopping the use of 
valuable antibiotics as growth promoters and for other non-therapeutic 
purposes? 

Response: Antimicrobials are used to enhance the health and well-being 
of animals and humans. Some in the scientific community have identified 
animal production as the single largest contributor to the rise of 
antimicrobial resistance (AMR) which subsequently impacts human health and 
well-being. Although AMR can stem from the use of antimicrobials targeting 
disease control and or suppression in humans, and in the food and 
agricultural domain, there are also naturally occurring factors unrelated to 
the use of antimicrobials in animals and humans. Microbes, including 
bacteria, when exposed to stressors elaborate self-protective mechanisms. 
Resistance is one of those protective traits; and is not solely the result of 
antimicrobial use. The food and agricultural domain must take a broad 
systems approach, from production to consumption, in order to mitigate 
antimicrobial resistance. This systems approach must transcend disciplines 
and expertise in order to forge a multi-pronged public-private partnership, 
if we are to successfully mitigate AMR and the public health threat. 

Ms. DeLauro: Would you describe the mix of funding you anticipate will 
support the institute and who the researchers will be? 

Response: The proposed Antimicrobial Resistance Innovation Institute 

will coordinate research efforts amongst government agencies such as the Food 
and Drug Administration, Food Safety and Inspection Service, Agricultural 
Research Service and National Institute of Food and Agriculture, 
universities, and the private sector. Private sector support will be 
expected to equally match federal support. 


Ms. DeLauro: What are the safeguards in the program's design that will 
ensure the industry partners don't introduce bias into the findings? 
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Response: NIFA's built in infrastructure for grants management through 
its stakeholder input-driven request for applications and peer review systems 
eliminate the potential for biases and conflicts of interest in the selection 
process. Strictly enforced measures are employed in maintaining 
confidentiality and avoiding conflicts of interest. For example, individuals 
involved in the granting process do not participate in any aspect of proposal 
evaluation if they have served as an adviser or advisee to the applicant, 
collaborated with the applicant within the past 3 years, currently affiliated 
with or previously employed within the past 12 months by or being considered 
for employment by an institution seeking funds. National Program Leaders, 
Panelists, and Panel Managers are all held to the same standards of 
confidentiality and adherence to agency policies regarding conflicts of 
interest . 

Ms. DeLauro: How will the agency avoid conflicts of interest in 
structuring the institute and in determining which research will be 
conducted? 

Response: NIFA' s process is consistent with those of other federal 
granting agencies and organizations across the U.S. NIFA will use its 
knowledge and experiences to build the Innovation Institute through publicly 
announced and open round tables for solicitation of stakeholder input, 
announcements in the Federal Register, development of request for 
applications, and peer review of all applications. Each step of the entire 
process, from establishing the Innovation Institute for Antimicrobial 
Resistance to funding and managing awarded projects will be guided by all 
applicable rules, regulations and legally binding mandated authorizations. 


Investment in Agricultural Research 

Ms. Delauro: Lastly, I understand that China spends about $4 billion 
annually on agricultural research, while the $2.7 billion USDA food and 
agricultural research, education, and extension budget is less than two 
percent of USDA’s total budget. What is USDA doing to keep up with the 
investments and advances other countries are making in agricultural research 
when limited funds are available? What new projects and emerging issues does 
USDA plan to support in FY 2015 that might make an impact? 

Response: It is correct that the U.S. is no longer the world leader in 

public funding of agricultural science. Since 2009, China's spending on 
agricultural research has exceeded that of the United States. Brazil and 
India have also significantly increased their spending on agricultural 
research in recent years while the U.S. investment has lagged. Partly as a 
result, U.S. agricultural productivity is now growing more slowly than that 
of both China and Brazil. Without continued robust public investments in 
science, it is likely that private investments will also taper off in the 
future as fewer technology opportunities emerge for private commercial 
development. This could undermine U.S. global competitiveness in 
agriculture, especially as other countries strengthen their research 
investments . 

Public investments in science and technology create new opportunities 
for private research to result in new products and processes for economic 
growth. If the U.S. is to be successful in keeping up with the advances of 
other countries, we must fully leverage private investment through the 
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creation of robust public-private partnerships. The President's FY 2015 
budget contains proposals for a number of new investments that if enacted 
will begin to close the gap in research investment in this country. Many of 
these proposals accomplish this by fostering partnerships and leveraging 
Federal funds with additional funding from the private sector. 

Additionally, the Foundation for Food and Agricultural Research 
provides USDA with an effective tool for teaming with the private sector, 
part of an administration-wide focus to identify private-sector partners to 
leverage Federal funds and increase technology development efforts. 

Empirical evidence suggests that public food and agriculture research 
complements, rather than competes with, private research. USDA research 
agencies continue to develop new strategies for partnering with private firms 
through their technology transfer policies. These policies are designed to 
facilitate technology transfer from public laboratories to private firms, 
decrease private costs of product development and commercialization, and 
stimulate more private investment in research and development. 
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CONGRESSMAN SANFORD D. BISHOP, JR 
Public-Private Partnerships 

Mr. Bishop: I applaud your efforts to forge public-private research 
partnerships to leverage Federal funds and increase technology development 
efforts. How will you ensure that privately funded research projects will be 
fair, objective, and unbiased? Will USDA receive royalties from private 
entities that develop and market products and processes that were initially 
developed by ARS? 

How will you ensure that privately funded research projects will be fair, 
objective, and unbiased? 

Response: USDA has strict rules about subjecting its projects to 
competition when it grants federal money to any outside partner. These rules 
will be applied to the Innovation Institutes activities, and where necessary 
there will be peer reviewed work in the selection process. There are also 
provisions to identify conflicts of interest among applicants whether 
separate or joint and those procedures will also be followed. 

Mr. Bishop: Will USDA receive royalties from private entities that 
develop and market products and processes that were initially developed by 
ARS? 


Response: ARS intellectual property developed from federal funding will 
be protected in all public-private partnerships including any involving the 
Innovation Institutes or the new independent Foundation for Food and 
Agriculture Research (FFAR) . ARS can receive royalties from its inventions 
as it normally does. 

ARS continues and will be able to expand its work with the private sector to 
move developing research discoveries to the private sector and to 
commercialization where appropriate. 


Food Safety Outreach Program 

Mr. Bishop: You are requesting $2.5 million to establish a program to 
provide food safety training, and outreach to owners and operators of small 
farms, food processors, and fruit and vegetable vendors affected by the Food 
Safety Modernization Act (FSMA) of 2011 which is administered by the Food and 
Drug Administration (FDA) as the lead agency. How much is FDA contributing to 
this training program in terms of funding and resources? 

Response: In FY 2015, NIFA will work in close collaboration with FDA 

to establish the Food Safety Outreach Program. However, NIFA does not 
anticipate funding support from FDA. 


ARS Southeast Poultry Research Laboratory 

Mr. Bishop: Last year, the Department proposed to invest $155 million 
in the new Southeast Poultry Research Laboratory (SEPRL) in Athens, Georgia, 
which, as I understand it, was the Department's number one priority for the 
Agency last year. As you may know, I am the Co-Chair of the Congressional 
Chicken Caucus. Georgia is the number one producer and exporter of poultry 
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products in the nation. The chicken industry as a whole, is a dynamic and 
integral part of our national economy. According to a recent study by the 
National Chicken Council and the U.S, Poultry and Egg Association, the 
poultry industry directly and indirectly provides 1,010,250 jobs, $47 billion 
in wages, $197.5 billion in economic activity and $17.2 billion in government 
revenue . 

The construction of a new SEPRL is critical because this laboratory 
provides solutions to national and international exotic, emerging and endemic 
poultry disease problems that impact poultry as well as human health. 

This year, the SEPRL was in the "Opportunity, Growth, and Security 
(OGS) Initiative, for which a total of $197 million is requested, and would 
include five other projects, in addition to the new SEPRL. What is the 
current status of the SEPRL and how much was obligated for the project for 
the current FY14 fiscal year? 

Response: The Southeast Poultry Research Laboratory (SEPRL) in 

Athens, Georgia, remains the number one priority ARS facility for 
replacement/modernization as reported in the USDA Agricultural Research 
Service Capital Investment Strategy, which was presented to Congress in April 
2012. The majority of the buildings on the SEPRL campus were originally 
constructed in the early 1960's and the current facility lacks adequate high 
containment labs and animal facilities which are desperately needed to 
support SEPRL' s research on exotic and emerging poultry diseases. In 
addition, consolidation of avian disease research currently conducted at the 
Avian Disease and Oncology Laboratory in East Lansing, Michigan, within the 
new facility will promote the sharing of information and ideas as well as 
create a single center for avian disease expertise in an effort to enhance 
the services already being offered by these two laboratories. In fiscal year 
2014, ARS requested $155 million to fully fund the replacement of SEPRL; 
however, no funding was appropriated to ARS for this project. As such, no 
funds were available for obligation for this critical project in fiscal year 
2014. 


Mr. Bishop: Can you share with us the thinking behind the OGS 
Initiative, and should Congress not fully fund this initiative, what will 
happen to the projects which were included, particularly the SEPRL? 

Response: The inclusion of the SEPRL replacement and modernization 

project within the Opportunity, Growth, and Security (OGS) Initiative 
highlights the need for this high priority research infrastructure investment 
within ARS. In addition to the proposed Biocontainment Laboratory and 
Consolidated Poultry Research Facility in Athens, Georgia, the OGS includes 
$42.2 million for expanded investment in high priority research initiatives. 
In order to move forward with design and construction on the poultry facility 
and any expanded research initiatives, ARS will require funding from 
Congress . 


Crop and Livestock Research 

Mr. Bishop: I noticed that your FY15 budget request for crop 
protection research is $180 million but only $87 million for livestock 
protection research. Likewise, your budget request for crop production 
research is $218 million compared to $83 million for livestock production 
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research. What is the reason for this large disparity? Is crop production 
more important than livestock production? Are plant diseases more important 
than animal diseases? It is my understanding that many animal diseases which 
are known as zoonotic diseases can be transmitted between animals and humans 
and can therefore have major public health and economic implications. 

Response: In FY 2015, the ARS budget request for crop production 
research is $218 million. The U.S. produces an enormous variety of crops to 
meet food, fiber, and fuel needs. In addition to developing and transferring 
sound, science-based information and technologies to enable more productive 
and profitable food, fiber, fuel, and floral/ornamental crop production 
systems, production research includes safeguarding the nation' s seed 
collections through the National Plant Germplasm System, providing associated 
genomic and bioinformatic crop databases, as well as genetic improvement and 
crop breeding for numerous specialty and minor crops, where little if any 
private sector support is available. These needs also include improving bee 
health and development of beneficial insects and microbes. A number of these 
needs and issues have no corresponding animal production component, which is 
one factor in the funding disparity between the crop and livestock production 
research programs. 

The ARS budget request for FY 2015 crop protection research is $180 
million. Crop protection research includes development of control strategies 
to reduce losses caused by plant diseases and pests, but also includes the 
eradication and control of invasive nematodes, arthropods, and weeds; 
biological management of invasive species; and postharvest quarantine issues 
that can affect domestic and foreign trade. Crop protection research funding 
needs are large because the many crops and ornamentals grown in the U.S. are 
attacked by many different kinds of plant pathogens and pests at all stages 
of life from seed to the harvested product. ARS also provides extensive 
taxonomic information on invasive species that strengthen prevention 
techniques, aid in the detection/identification of invasive pests and 
pathogens, and increases control through management tactics that restore 
habitats and biological diversity. 

By comparison, the ARS livestock protection and production research 
programs focus on a much smaller number of commodities when compared with the 
crop research programs. The commodities of primary focus in the livestock 
programs are beef and dairy cattle, pigs, sheep, chickens, trout and catfish, 
with some research being directed to other farm animal and wildlife species. 
In FY 2015, the ARS budget request includes $87 million for animal protection 
research to safeguard the nation against the threat of foreign and domestic 
animal diseases. Research conducted in this program also supports APHIS and 
the development of vaccines for diseases and species that are not provided by 
the pharmaceutical industry. The ARS budget request for animal production 
research is $83 million in FY 2015 for safeguarding and utilizing animal 
genetic resources, developing information to enhance management practices, 
developing novel and innovative technologies that improve animal production 
systems, thus enhancing the efficiency and productivity of our nation's 
livestock industries. The livestock protection and production programs 
include $84 million for research on zoonotic animal diseases which could 
spread to humans such as Rift Valley Fever, Bovine Spongiform Encephalopathy, 
Avian Influenza, Bovine Tuberculosis and Brucellosis. 

Another factor contributing to the discrepancy in funding among the 
crop and livestock programs is that a number of recent initiatives on high 
profile plant health issues, such as citrus greening, wheat stem rust, and 
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others, have resulted in increased funding for plant research. ARS is 
strongly committed to conducting the research needed to protect animal health 
and enhance livestock production and will continue to seek funds to enhance 
and expand these programs to safeguard the U.S. animal industries from the 
important problems that we face. 

Agriculture and Food Research Initiative 

Mr. Bishop: Are the eight major initiatives in your proposed $325 
million FY15 AFRI budget listed in the order of priority? If so, how did you 
prioritize these initiatives and much is allocated for each? 

Response: The eight major initiatives in NIFA's proposed $325 million 
FY15 AFRI budget are not listed in any order of priority. NIFA considers ail 
eight initiatives to be equally important and of similarly high priority. 
Nevertheless, NIFA develops priorities for initiatives with input from 
numerous sources, including provisions in the Farm Bill, other Federal 
agencies and the community of stakeholders. 

Mr. Bishop: I applaud you for including Initiative (8) "food, 
agriculture, natural resource, and human sciences education and literacy 
initiative" which is intended as a ” research and extension experiential 
learning initiative for undergraduates [to] provide opportunities for 
underrepresented students, including those from minority serving 
institutions" . This initiative does not seem to be in line with the 
competitive nature of the AFRI program. 

Response: The new Food, Agriculture, Natural Resource, and Human 

Sciences Education and Literacy Initiative will add a third component to the 
NIFA Fellowships Request for Applications, which will solicit three project 
types including NIFA Undergraduate Fellowships; NIFA Pre-doctoral 
Fellowships; and NIFA Post-Doctoral Fellowships. The new NIFA Undergraduate 
Fellowships Program will be a competitive grants program, with applications 
being peer-reviewed and grants awarded based on merit in a manner similar to 
all other AFRI programs. This initiative will fund research- and extension- 
based experiential learning for undergraduates and will be open to all 
institutions, including HBCUs, with at least a four-year degree granting 
program in food, agriculture, natural resources and human sciences. Applicant 
institutions will be encouraged to partner with other limited research 
capacity institutions to provide opportunities for underrepresented students, 
including those from minority serving institutions. 

Mr. Bishop: Could this initiative be incorporated into the Formula and 
Capacity Building Programs for which you are requesting $774 million? 

Response: The NIFA Undergraduate Fellows program will be a competitive 

grants program that is open to all educational institutions with 4-year 
degree granting programs in food, agriculture, natural resources and human 
sciences. Therefore, this program cannot be incorporated into Formula and 
Capacity Building Programs that are open only to the Land-Grant Colleges and 
Universities. Furthermore, even with the substantial funding support for 
Formula and Capacity Building Programs, U.S. colleges and universities are 
not meeting the future workforce needs in terms of individuals with secondary 
and postgraduate education in the food and agricultural sciences. The Food, 
Agriculture, Natural Resource, and Human Sciences Education and Literacy 
Initiative will contribute to reducing this gap between workforce needs and 
students educated food and agricultural sciences. The NIFA Undergraduate 
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Fellowships has the same focus as the NIFA Pre-doctoral Fellowships Grant 
Program, that is, developing technical and functional competence in the 
agriculture, forestry, and food sciences that are within NIFA's Challenge 
Areas and Foundational Program through well-developed and highly interactive 
mentoring and training activities. By linking the undergraduate and 
predoctoral fellowships, NIFA intends to help develop a pipeline of students 
for careers in food, agriculture, natural resources and human sciences that 
reflects the growing diversity of the population. 

Mr. Bishop: If this is a competitive program, what criteria will be 
used to evaluate applications in order to ensure fairness and equal 
opportunity for underrepresented students and minority institutions, 
particularly Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCUs)? 

Response: The Review criteria for the NIFA Undergraduate Fellowships 

will be similar to those used by the successful NIFA Graduate and Post- 
Graduate Fellowships program. The criteria will include scientific merit of 
the application for research, education, and/or extension; qualifications of 
project personnel, adequacy of facilities, and project management; and 
project relevance. However, the Request for Applications and the guidelines 
for reviewers will clearly indicate that the purpose of the program is to 
provide research and extension experiential learning opportunities for 
underrepresented students, including those from minority serving 
institutions. To encourage partnerships between the larger more successful 
agricultural research institutions and other smaller institutions serving 
underrepresented students, the program will require that at least 50 percent 
of the undergraduate fellows must come from outside the host institution or 
organization . 


Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics 

Mr. Bishop: What is your timeline for consolidating STEM programs into 
the Department of Education and the National Science Foundation (NSF) ? If 
this is designed to be a centrally-funded government program involving USDA, 
the Department of Education, and NSF, who will administer the program (as the 
lead institution) and how will funds be allocated? 

Response: The Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics (STEM) 
proposal in this year's Budget incorporates the congressional feedback we 
received last year, builds on the support in the FY 2014 Appropriations Act 
to do internal consolidations at some agencies, and supports the goals of the 
5-Year Strategic Plan. The 2015 Budget continues to address STEM 
fragmentation, but adopts a different approach. 

1. Agencies will focus on consolidating and eliminating duplication 
internally. 

The Budget supports efforts made at Agencies to target funding to their most 
effective programs by providing additional funding for these undertakings. 

In FY 2015, the NIFA-Agriculture and Food Research Initiative proposal 
includes funding for a Food, Agriculture, Natural Resources and Human Science 
Education and Literacy initiative with the following two goals: 1) promoting 
research and extension experiential learning for undergraduates such that 
upon graduation they may enter the agriculture workforce with exceptional 
skills; and 2) preparing the next generation of scientists through 
fellowships, including doctoral and post-doctoral fellowships. 
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2, No funding is shifted between agencies. 

Working in close coordination with the science mission agencies/ the 
Department of Education/ the National Science Foundation, and the Smithsonian 
will take the lead on STEM, but there will be no shifts in funding among 
agencies . 

3. Strong focus on interagency collaboration. 

Adjustments have been made to further facilitate the interagency 
collaboration currently underway as part of implementation of the 5-Year 
Strategic Plan. In certain cases, rather than eliminating a program, the 
Administration is proposing to restructure a program so it can be jointly 
administered or better coordinated with one of the lead agencies; in other 
cases, additional funding is provided to support collaborative work between 
agencies . 


Food and Agriculture Resilience Program for Military Veterans 
(FARM-Vets) Program 


Mr. Bishop: I commend USDA' s efforts to launch the Food and Agriculture 
Resilience Program for Military Veterans (FARM-Vets) Program to promote 
projects involving research, education, and extension activity for veterans. 
Fort Benning and Robins Air Force Base are both in the 2 nd District in Georgia 
which I represent and I feel very strongly about giving our military veterans 
every opportunity to return to civilian life and find employment or become 
successful farmers or entrepreneurs. What criteria will be used to evaluate 
project proposals in order to ensure that applicants are given fair and equal 
opportunity during the application and review process? 

Response: In drafting a FARM-Vets request for applications, NIFA will 

solicit research projects that support fundamental or applied research 
conducted by individual investigators, co-investigators within the same 
discipline, or multidisciplinary teams. Fundamental research means research 
that (i) increases knowledge or understanding of the fundamental aspects of 
how veterans benefit both economically and therapeutically via agricultural 
pursuits and has the potential for broad application and (ii) has an effect 
on agriculture, food, nutrition, or the environment. Applied research means 
research that includes expansion of the findings of fundamental research to 
uncover practical ways in which new knowledge can be advanced to benefit 
veterans, their families, and society. Multidisciplinary projects are those 
in which investigators from two or more disciplines collaborate closely to 
address a common problem. These collaborations, where appropriate, may 
integrate the biological, physical, chemical, or social sciences. Review 
criteria will include the scientific merit of the proposed activity; 
appropriateness of the proposed research for developing proof of concept of 
new and untested ideas including high risk research that leads to a 
significant change in the field; the applicant’s previous experience and 
background along with the proposed activities; and relevance of the project 
to sustainable U.S. agriculture, the environment, human health and well- 
being, and rural communities. Applications from, and collaborations with, 
small to mid-sized institutions, minority-serving institutions, and/or 
Experimental Program to Stimulate Competitive Research states are strongly 
encouraged. 
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Behavioral Economics and Statistical Use of Administrative Data 

Mr. Bishop: In your budget request of $83.4 million, you are asking 
for $3.5 million "'for improving policy effectiveness" by focusing on '"the 
application of behavioral economics and the statistical use of administrative 
data to address critical information gaps that hinder program and policy 
effectiveness" , e.g. "understanding the decisions made by farmers to 
participate in risk management programs and the nutrition choices by 
consumers Please explain this process to me in simple terms and why you 
need $3.5 million for this research. 

Response: The success of many USDA programs depends critically on good 

data, research, and program design. This $3.5 million request is to enable 
research that uses more effective models and more detailed data than what has 
been previously available to yield research results that will lead to more 
effective outcomes for USDA programs and policies. ERS has developed the 
capacity to conduct experimental interventions in partnership with USDA 
program agencies to help these agencies reach their goals more effectively 
and to do so at lower cost. In addition, with a path-breaking generic 
clearance to conduct experiments from OMB, ERS has shared, and continues to 
share, knowledge about the experimental clearance process with other Federal 
agencies . 

More specifically, a portion of the $3.5 million will be used to 
develop behavioral interventions that increase the efficiency of existing 
programs. The remainder of the funds will be used for administrative data 
development, answering the President's call to make better use of the data we 
collect to improve programs and institute evidence-based decision making. The 
Initiative develops ERS' capacity to use, link, and apply administrative data 
for research and evidence-based program evaluation. Protecting the 
confidentiality and integrity of the administrative data systems is 
paramount, and requires investment in secure systems and data-linking 
protocols. In addition, investments are necessary to develop the technology 
necessary to secure the administrative data without undue burden on the 
program agencies. 

Research using the tools of behavioral economics provides insights not 
realized using standard economic research methods. This is because behavioral 
economics considers how humans make choices in real life circumstances. 
Traditional economics assumes individuals always make rational choices to 
maximize their well-being. Often, people don't have this capability; they 
may not have enough information, they may not have time to carefully weigh 
the consequences of their choices, or they may follow impulses and habits 
that may not be fully consistent with their conscious desires. Behavioral 
economics tries to find patterns in these behaviors, frequently using 
experiments to further this understanding. 

For example, mandating healthy foods in school cafeterias is a simple 
way of increasing the amount of healthy food offered to children. If, 
however, the goal of USDA is to increase the amount of healthy foods actually 
eaten by children, it is critical to make healthy foods attractive, and to 
test the effectiveness of efforts to make healthy foods attractive. ERS 
research helps USDA focus on that outcome by developing tools to measure food 
consumption and plate waste and by developing effective strategies to 
increase consumption of healthy foods. This research helps the USDA' s Food 
and Nutrition Service (FNS) improve the effectiveness and efficiency of 
USDA' s school meal programs by encouraging children to eat the healthy foods 
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provided under new, modernized school meal standards. Studies conducted in 
school cafeteria settings have identified low cost but effective ways to 
encourage consumption and decrease plate waste such as creating "healthy 
express" lines that make healthier items more prominent, attractive, and 
convenient to select. ''Smarter lunchroom" strategies based on these findings 
are now being implemented in schools across the country. 

This is just one example, of course. The success of many USDA programs 
depends on the behavioral choices of program participants, including 
participants in rural development, nutrition assistance, and conservation 
programs . 

In fiscal year 2015, ERS will expand collaborative efforts with USDA 
program agency partners (such as Farm Services Agency and the Natural 
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) ) and university researchers to conduct 
an array of experiments that look at the determinants of participation in 
conservation and loan programs. This includes large field tests that test how 
"nudges" can be used to encourage greater participation in the Conservation 
Reserve Program. Other work will employ both laboratory experiments and 
samples of rural landowners and farmers to investigate how risk-taking 
preferences and the timing of payments affect willingness to adopt best 
management practices. Laboratory work in collaboration with academic 
researchers will provide a "test-bed" to examine how auction structure, such 
as the Environmental Benefits Index reverse auction used for the Conservation 
Reserve Program' s general signup, can be improved upon to yield more cost 
effective enrollments. 

ERS has begun, again in collaboration with FNS, a new behavioral 
economics research initiative that will investigate strategies to encourage 
healthier food purchases by Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) 
participants and other low-income consumers. As a first step, ERS is 
planning a workshop, to be held in the summer of 2014, which will bring 
together program and policy stakeholders, representatives of the food retail 
sector, and research leaders to identify feasible effective strategies and 
formulate a research agenda. This workshop is a partnership activity led by 
the National Collaborative on Childhood Obesity Research, whose partners 
include USDA, the National Institutes of Health, the Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention, and the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation. Fiscal year 
2015 funding will also be used to conduct research based on the identified 
research agenda identified through the workshop and through consumer behavior 
research conducted by ERS. 

The second area that this funding will support is the expanded use of 
administrative data. This data, gathered by program agencies in the course 
of implementing a program, is a highly reliable and relatively low-cost 
source of data on the amount of benefits provided to each participant and the 
dynamics of program participation. Examples include contracts for 
Conservation Reserve Program participants, Risk Management Agency policy 
data, and individual uses of SNAP benefits. These data are often the only 
source of information on exactly how individuals participate in programs. 

Even so, the data are underutilized for program and policy evaluation in part 
because they frequently lack detail on participation in other government 
programs and on socio-economic characteristics . Linking these data with other 
administrative or survey data (while protecting confidentiality) and using 
them for rigorous statistical research would both increase accuracy in 
analysis and avoid the substantial costs of collecting similar data via 
statistical surveys. 
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Census Planning and Design 

Mr. Bishop: Your FY15 budget request of $179 million includes $48 
million (26.8%) "to begin the planning and design of the 2017 Census of 
Agriculture What is your justification for this budget request that is 
mainly for planning and design? Does your $179 million budget request include 
the $3.5 million for the Census of Horticultural Specialties? Is this census 
more important than a census for invasive plant species? 

Response: Included in the $48 million requested for the Census of 
Agriculture is $3.5 million for Census of Horticultural Specialties. This 
Special Study collects information to provide a comprehensive and detailed 
picture of the horticultural sector of the U.S. economy. It is the only 
source of detailed production and sales data for floriculture, nursery and 
specialty crops. The results from the 2009 Census of Horticultural 
Specialties showed that the value of sales accounted for $11.7 billion, an 
increase of 10.3 percent from the value of sales in 1998. This Census 
Special Study is scheduled to be mailed in December, 2014 . 

NASS has not received requests from constituents to conduct a census of 
invasive plant species. The results of the Census of Horticultural 
Specialties are used by industry, government, academia and producers, aiding 
in the development of sound programs and policies, research, and market 
analysis and business planning. The results also help the nation value the 
horticulture industry by supplying timely, relevant information to help 
improve production methods, marketing tactics and plans for the future of the 
industry. 

The $48 million includes $1.2 million to conduct the Current Agriculture 
Industrial Reports and $2.5 million to complete the final phase and publish 
the 2014 Census Special Study on land ownership. 

The FY 2015 budget request of $179 million includes $48 million for planning 
and designing the 2017 Census of Agriculture. NASS necessarily works 
continually to address improvements in census activities, list building, and 
methods to reach the greatest number of farmers to obtain the latest data. 

The planning process for the Quinquennial Census of Agriculture Program is 
central to the whole Census process and in FY 2015 the ongoing work to 
improve the list building key census activities include but are not limited 
to: 


• Final release of supplemental census products. 

• Begin developing the 2017 Census Mail List. 

• Evaluation of all processes used to produce the census of agriculture 
including data collection, data processing, data editing, data 
analysis, data adjustments, and data summarization. 

• Determine and test new content items for the 2017 Census of Agriculture 
questionnaire . 

• Enhance online data reporting instrument. 
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STATUS OF NATIONAL OPERATIONS CENTER 

Mr. Bishop: What is the status of the National Operations Center that 
centralizes data collection and service? 

Response: Since its inception, the National Operations Division (NOD) 
has focused on hiring and training call center staff. We currently employ 
220 telephone interviewers and enumerator coaches. We have completed more 
than 2.5 million outbound calls and over 75 surveys. We have conducted over 

230.000 interviews with farmers and ranchers throughout the country; logging 
more than .100,000 hours of data collection. Our Call Center has successfully 
managed more than 3 million minutes of in-bound calls from operators who 
received the 2012 Census of Agriculture and other NASS surveys. 

We are building telephone enumerator training tools for four other Data 
Collection Centers, at the regional sites, that support NASS' s Field Offices. 
This ensures consistent training of staff that collect our data. We are also 
working to provide training tools for NASS' s field enumerator staff. Our 
Enumerative Survey Development Group continues to support and develop new 
telephone data collection tools. We have built approximately 40 new data 
collection instruments in the last year. 

The NOD has also assumed full responsibility for the maintenance of survey 
sampling frame. The frames maintenance staff have processed more than 

574.000 requests for updates to NASS' s sampling frames in the last 12 months. 
We have completed the activities associated with our classification process 
of selecting the samples for all surveys in all states. Our staff also 
completed the Census of Agriculture mail list build of over 3 million records 
and completed more than 151,000 post-Census name and address updates and over 
14 million rows of data were updated. 

For the first time since taking over the Census of Agriculture in 1997, NASS 
set up a Census Edit Unit (CEU) at the NOD in St. Louis. The CEU was made up 
of about 80 recent or soon to be college graduates. These trained analysts 
were dedicated to editing census responses and provided a more consistent 
approach to editing data; therefore improving data quality. 

Additionally, during the last 12 months we have edited, performed data entry, 
and created an electronic image for nearly 423,000 paper forms in our 
processing unit for a total of nearly 998,000 forms since December of 2011. 

We also processed samples for three objective yield surveys last year. 

Samples of cotton, wheat, corn and soybeans were counted and weighed for all 
21 states in the Objective Yield Survey program. This was the first time one 
location has processed all samples, which were previously completed in six 
labs across the US. The NOD is also responsible for ordering the objective 
yield survey materials, thereby allowing the agency to purchase larger 
quantities and realizing cost savings. 

We recently opened the National Print Mail Center at the NOD. We have 
consolidated the printing and mailing formerly done in four locations. The 
NOD is currently responsible for more than 60% of the agencies printing and 
mailing needs. 

Consolidat ion of functions in one location will allow the procurement of 
state of the art equipment, reduce staffing, and increase efficiency in 
printing and mailing operations for NASS. The first production line was 
operational in October 2013 and a second production line was in place during 
January 2014. Work from four other print mail centers were consolidated in 
the new facility at the National Operations Division. 
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